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   1. SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

   THE STRASBURG LANDFILL IS A 22-ACRE INACTIVE FACILITY LOCATED WITHIN A 220-ACRE TRACT OF LAND SOUTH AND
SLIGHTLY EAST OF STRASBURG ROAD IN BOTH NEWLIN AND WEST BRADFORD TOWNSHIPS, CHESTER COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA. 
THE COORDINATES OF THE SITE ARE NORTH 39 DEGREE 56' 35" LATITUDE AND WEST 75 DEGREE 46'    18" LONGITUDE. 
THE ENTRANCE TO THE LANDFILL IS ON STRASBURG ROAD AND IS CONTROLLED BY A LOCKED GATE.  THE GATE, HOWEVER,  
IS ACROSS THE ROAD ENTRANCE ONLY AND ACCESS TO THE SITE IS ESSENTIALLY UNRESTRICTED (FIG 1).

   THE TOPOGRAPHY OF THE AREA IS CHARACTERIZED BY A COMBINATION OF STEEP AND GENTLE HILLS.  ALL THE LAND IN
THE AREA IS SLOPED TOWARDS, AND DRAINS TO, THE BRANDYWINE CREEK WHICH FORMS THE SOUTHERN AND WESTERN  
BOUNDARIES OF THE SITE AREA.

   THE HIGHEST ELEVATION OF HILLS SOUTH OF THE SITE IN NEWLIN TOWNSHIP APPROACHES 550 FEET ABOVE MEAN SEA
LEVEL (MSL).  THE LANDFILL ITSELF RESEMBLES A STEEP HILL.  THE PEAK ELEVATION OF THE LANDFILL, FROM GROUND 
CONTROL SURVEY, IS 474 FEET ABOVE MSL.  THE SOUTH AND EAST SIDES OF THE LANDFILL HAVE A MUCH STEEPER SLOPE
THAN THE NORTH AND WESTERN SIDES. THE SLOPE ALONG THE EASTERN SIDE IS APPROXIMATELY 60 DEGREES IN SOME 
LOCATIONS.  SURFACE DRAINAGE FROM THE SITE FLOWS TO THE SOUTH AND SOUTHWEST TOWARD THE BRANDYWINE CREEK AND
TO THE EAST AND SOUTHEAST TOWARD BRIAR RUN WHICH FLOWS INTO THE BRANDYWINE.

   THE ELEVATION OF THE BRANDYWINE CREEK FLOODPLAIN TO THE SOUTH IS APPROXIMATELY 250 FEET ABOVE MSL.  THERE
ARE NO WETLANDS EITHER ON THE LANDFILL, OR WITHIN 300 FEET OF THE LANDFILL IN ANY DIRECTION (FIG 2).  THE
NEAREST WETLAND IS THE BRIAR RUN WATERSHED WHICH IS APPROXIMATELY 600 FEET EAST AND SOUTHEAST OF THE
LANDFILL.

   LAND USE IN THE AREA IS PRIMARILY SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL, WITH SOME RESIDUAL AGRICULTURAL AREAS.  THERE ARE
201 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCES WITHIN A ONE MILE RADIUS OF THE SITE.  ALL THE DRINKING WATER TO THESE 
RESIDENCES IS SUPPLIED FROM GROUNDWATER.  MOST OF THE HOMES ARE SERVED BY PRIVATE HOME WELLS.  THERE IS A
PRIVATE WATER COMPANY, APPROXIMATELY ONE MILE EAST AND SLIGHTLY NORTH OF THE LANDFILL, THAT PROVIDES DRINKING
WATER FROM DEEP WELLS TO SEVERAL RESIDENCES RADIATING AWAY FROM THE SITE AREA.

   ACCORDING TO THE CLOSURE PLAN, THE LANDFILL WAS CLOSED BY COVERING THE FILL MATERIAL WITH TWO FEET OF
SOIL, A POLY VINYL CHLORIDE (PVC) COVER, AND AN ADDITIONAL TWO FEET OF SOIL AND VEGETATION.  GRASSES ARE
GROWING ON APPROXIMATELY 70 PERCENT OF THE LANDFILL CAP.  THE REMAINING AREAS ARE BARREN BECAUSE OF ONE OR
MORE OF THE FOLLOWING REASONS: POOR QUALITY OF THE SOILS, THE STEEPNESS OF THE SLOPES, EXPOSURE OF THE PVC
COVER, OR LEACHATE SEEPS.  ONE OF THE PRIMARY PURPOSES OF THIS RECORD OF DECISION IS TO REDUCE FURTHER
DEGRADATION OF THE LANDFILL COVER AND RESULTING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS.
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   2. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

   ACCORDING TO EPA'S RECORDS, PRIOR TO 1973, SOME OF THE PROPERTY WAS USED FOR FARMING AND A LARGE PORTION
OF THE PROPERTY WAS UNDEVELOPED.

   STRASBURG ASSOCIATES (SA) WAS FORMED IN SEPTEMBER 1973 AND PURCHASED THE PROPERTY IN DECEMBER 1973.  IN
AUGUST 1975, SA RECEIVED A PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL  RESOURCES (PADER) PERMIT TO ACCEPT  
MUNICIPAL WASTES AT THE 22-ACRE FACILITY.

   FROM 1976 THROUGH 1978, OPENING OF THE 22-ACRE FACILITY WAS DELAYED BY ISSUES BETWEEN SA AND THE WEST
BRADFORD TOWNSHIP CONCERNING:

            *    USE OF RESIDENTIALLY ZONED ROADS;

            *    PROPOSED SALE OF THE LANDFILL TO STRASBURG LANDFILL ASSOCIATES (SLA); AND

            *    PERMITTING OF A PROPOSED 200-ACRE FACILITY EXPANSION.

   IN MAY 1978, SLA WAS FORMED.  IN AUGUST 1978, SLA ACQUIRED THE LANDFILL FROM SA.  IN OCTOBER 1978, SLA
APPLIED TO PADER FOR A PROPOSED 200-ACRE LANDFILL EXPANSION.

   IN FEBRUARY 1979, THE 22-ACRE LANDFILL WAS OPENED.  IN THE SPRING OF 1979, NEW PADER PERMITS WERE GRANTED



TO SLA TO RECEIVE CERTAIN INDUSTRIAL AND HEAVY METAL WASTES.  BY DECEMBER 1979, MORE THAN 1,000   CUBIC YARDS
OF PVC WASTES, 2,052 CUBIC YARDS OF INDUSTRIAL WASTES AND SLUDGES, AND 35,000 GALLONS OF HEAVY METAL SLUDGE
HAD BEEN ACCEPTED AT THE LANDFILL.

   IN DECEMBER 1979, PADER CHARGED SLA WITH EXCESSIVE SILTATION OF BRIAR RUN.  ALSO, PADER PROHIBITED SLA
FROM  ACCEPTING ADDITIONAL PVC WASTE FOR DISPOSAL.  IN AUGUST 1980, PADER PERMANENTLY PROHIBITED THE LANDFILL
FROM RECEIVING INDUSTRIAL WASTES.

   IN APRIL 1983, PADER CONDUCTED AN UNANNOUNCED INSPECTION AT THE LANDFILL AND FOUND FOUR MAJOR OPERATING
VIOLATIONS: IMPROPER RUN-OFF CONTROL, SLOPES IN EXCESS OF ALLOWED LIMITS, FAILURE TO COVER COMPACTED WASTES,
AND INADEQUATE SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROL.  PADER ISSUED A NOTICE OF VIOLATION THAT REQUIRED THE
LANDFILL OWNERS TO CORRECT THE VIOLATIONS WITHIN 30 DAYS.  THE VIOLATIONS WERE NOT CORRECTED WITHIN THAT TIME
FRAME; THEREFORE, PADER SUSPENDED THE LANDFILL OPERATING PERMIT AND ORDERED THE LANDFILL CLOSED.  THE
LANDFILL EXPANSION PLANS WERE SHELVED.

   AS PART OF THE CLOSURE PLAN, THE LANDFILL WAS REGRADED, COVERED WITH 2 FEET OF SOIL, AND TOPPED WITH A PVC
COVER.  ANOTHER 2 FEET OF SOIL WAS PLACED ON THE PVC COVER AND VEGETATION PLANTED.  THE LEACHATE COLLECTION
AND STORAGE SYSTEM WERE ALSO INSTALLED AS PART OF THE CLOSURE PLAN.

   IN AUGUST 1983, VOLATILE ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS (SEE TABLES 1 AND 2) WERE DETECTED IN AN ON-SITE MONITORING
WELL, M-2, AND IN THE LANDFILL WITNESS SYSTEM DRAIN PIPE.  IN SEPTEMBER 1983, VOLATILE ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS
(SEE TABLE 1) WERE DETECTED IN BRIAR RUN EAST OF THE LANDFILL.  PADER REQUIRED SLA TO CONDUCT A PERIODIC
MONITORING PROGRAM AND A HYDROGEOLOGIC STUDY.  IN OCTOBER 1983, VOLATILE ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS, IN EXCESS OF
DRINKING WATER STANDARDS, (SEE TABLE 3) WERE DETECTED IN AN OFF-SITE RESIDENTIAL DRINKING WATER WELL
SOUTHWEST OF THE LANDFILL.

   IN FEBRUARY 1984, SLA INSTALLED FOUR MONITORING WELLS (M-2A, M-2B, M-2C, AND M-5) AND BEGAN A SAMPLING AND
ANALYSIS PROGRAM (SEE TABLE 2).  SLA SUBMITTED THE HYDROGEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION TO PADER IN JULY 1984.

   IN JULY 1984, THE HYDROGEOLOGIC/ENGINEERING REPORT EVALUATING THE EXTENT OF GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION WAS
COMPLETED.  THE SIX CORRECTIVE MEASURES DELINEATED IN THE REPORT INCLUDED:

            *    EXTENDING THE PVC LINER;
            *    INSTALLING NEW LEACHATE COLLECTOR DRAINS;
            *    INSTALLING A 15 - MIL PVC MEMBRANE CAP;
            *    REGRADING SOIL TO ATTAIN 2-1/2:1 OR 3:1 FINAL OUTSLOPES;
            *    REVEGETATING THE SIDES AND THE TOP OF THE LANDFILL; AND
            *    REGRADING SOIL TO DIVERT SURFACE WATER AWAY FROM THE FILL.

   IMPLEMENTATION OF THESE MEASURES WAS NEVER COMPLETED.  ADDITIONALLY, THE EASTERN SIDE OF THE LANDFILL IS
VERY STEEP (ESTIMATED 60 PERCENT SLOPE) IN AREAS, AND EROSION IS OCCURRING SUCH THAT THE ORIGINAL PVC LINER
IS EXPOSED AND TORN IN NUMEROUS LOCATIONS.  VEGETATION IS NON-EXISTENT OR EXTREMELY SPARSE OVER APPROXIMATELY
1/3 OF THE LANDFILL.

   PADER HAS CONDUCTED PERIODIC MONITORING OF RESIDENTIAL DRINKING WATER WELLS, ON-SITE MONITORING WELLS,
SEDIMENT POND OUTFALL, LEACHATE SEEPS, AND BRIAR RUN FROM SEPTEMBER 1983 TO THE PRESENT (SEE APPENDIX A OF
THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI): SUMMARY OF PADER RESIDENTIAL WELL SAMPLING).  THE MONITORING PROGRAM RESULTS
SHOWED TWO RESIDENTIAL WELLS SOUTHWEST OF THE LANDFILL CONTAMINATED WITH VOLATILE ORGANICS.  IN   AUGUST
1983, PADER ANALYSES OF WATER FROM WELL M-2 AND OF LEACHATE FROM THE WITNESS DRAIN REVEALED ORGANIC AND
INORGANIC CONTAMINATION (SEE TABLE 1).  IN SEPTEMBER 1983, ANALYSES OF WATER SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM   WELL
M-2, THE WITNESS DRAIN, AND BRIAR RUN (SEE TABLE 2) REVEALED SIGNIFICANT LEVELS OF ORGANIC CHEMICALS.

   A HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM (HRS) SCORING PACKAGE WAS PREPARED BY EPA FOR THE STRASBURG LANDFILL SITE IN APRIL
1987, RECEIVING A SCORE OF 30.71. THE SITE WAS PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL)
IN UPDATE NUMBER 7, RELEASED IN JUNE 1988.  THE STRASBURG LANDFILL WAS ADDED TO THE NPL IN MARCH 1989.

   AS A RESULT OF THE LEACHATE, COMING FROM THE LANDFILL, FLOWING DIRECTLY INTO BRIAR RUN, AND THE FAILURE OF
THE OPERATOR TO TAKE ANY CORRECTIVE ACTIONS, PADER INITIATED AN ACTION TO COLLECT THIS LEACHATE AND HAUL IT,
FOR TREATMENT, TO A NEARBY MUNICIPAL SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT.  PRIOR TO THE INSTALLATION OF THE LEACHATE
COLLECTION SYSTEM, SURFACE WATER RUNOFF AND LEACHATE FROM THE LANDFILL WERE DIRECTED INTO THE UNLINED
SEDIMENT PONDS LOCATED SOUTHWEST AND EAST OF THE LANDFILL.  EPA HAS SEEN EVIDENCE OF MANY DIFFERENT GROUPS OF
PEOPLE UTILIZING THE PROPERTY, AND SPECIFICALLY THE LANDFILL FOR VARIOUS RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES.  THESE
INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

            *    PEOPLE USING HORSES WHOSE TRACKS ARE SEEN ADJACENT TO, AND
                 ON THE LOWER SLOPES OF THE LANDFILL, LOCAL RESIDENTS
                 INDICATE THAT THERE IS BOTH RANDOM HORSEBACK RIDING AND



                 ALSO ORGANIZED FOX HUNTS INVOLVING LARGE NUMBERS OF RIDERS
                 AND ACCOMPANYING HOUNDS;

            *    HIKERS, WHO OCCASIONALLY BUILD CAMPFIRES ON THE SLOPES AND
                 TOP OF THE LANDFILL;

            *    VANDALS WHO HAVE ATTEMPTED TO DISMANTLE PARTS OF THE
                 LEACHATE TREATMENT SYSTEM;

            *    JOGGERS; AND MOST PARTICULARLY,

            *    RIDERS OF MOTORCYCLES AND "ALL TERRAIN VEHICLES" (ATVS)
                 WHOSE TIRE TRACKS ARE WEARING GROOVES INTO THE SIDES OF THE LANDFILL.

   EPA'S CONCERN FOR BOTH THE HEALTH OF THESE PEOPLE AND THE INTEGRITY AND SECURITY OF THE EXISTING CAP AND
LEACHATE SYSTEMS LEADS EPA TO PROPOSE AN ACTION TO MINIMIZE OR ELIMINATE THE POTENTIAL EXPOSURES TO  
CONTAMINANTS ON THE SITE.
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   3. HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

   THE CURRENT PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE STRASBURG LANDFILL SITE WAS RELEASED FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON APRIL 18,
1991.  A DRAFT RI AND FFS, SUMMARIZED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN, WERE ALSO MADE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC COMMENT. 
THESE TWO DOCUMENTS, WITH OTHER SITE RELATED DOCUMENTS, WERE MADE AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC IN BOTH THE
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AND AN INFORMATION REPOSITORY MAINTAINED AT THE EPA DOCKET ROOM IN REGION III AND AT
THE COATESVILLE AREA PUBLIC LIBRARY.  THE NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY FOR THESE TWO DOCUMENTS WAS PUBLISHED IN THE
DAILY LOCAL NEWS ON APRIL 18, 1991. IN ACCORDANCE WITH CERCLA SECTIONS 113 (K)(2)(B)(I-V) AND 117, A PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD WAS HELD FROM APRIL 18, 1991 TO MAY 18, 1991.  IN ADDITION, A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD ON APRIL
30, 1991 AT THE UNIONVILLE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH.  AT THIS MEETING, REPRESENTATIVES FROM EPA AND PADER ANSWERED
QUESTIONS ABOUT PROBLEMS AT THE SITE AND THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION.  A RESPONSE TO THE
COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THIS PERIOD IS INCLUDED IN THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY, WHICH IS  PART OF THIS ROD.

   THIS DECISION DOCUMENT PRESENTS THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE STRASBURG LANDFILL SITE, IN NEWLIN
AND WEST BRADFORD TOWNSHIPS, PENNSYLVANIA, CHOSEN IN ACCORDANCE WITH CERCLA, AS AMENDED BY SARA, AND TO THE
EXTENT PRACTICABLE, THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN.  THE DECISION FOR THIS SITE IS BASED ON THE ADMINISTRATIVE
RECORD.
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   4.  SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT (OU 2) OR
       RESPONSE ACTION WITHIN SITE STRATEGY

   AS WITH MANY SUPERFUND SITES, THE PROBLEMS AT THE STRASBURG LANDFILL SITE ARE COMPLEX.  AS A RESULT, EPA
HAS ORGANIZED THE REMEDIAL WORK INTO THREE SEPARATE PLANNED ACTIONS.

   THIS ROD ADDRESSES THE SECOND PLANNED REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE SITE.  THE FIRST PLANNED ACTION (OU 1)
ADDRESSED CONTAMINATED RESIDENTIAL WELLS AND LEACHATE RELEASES INTO SURFACE WATER WAYS AND GROUND WATER NEAR
THE LANDFILL.  UNDER THIS FIRST ACTION, LEACHATE IS NOW COLLECTED, TREATED, AND DISCHARGED ON SITE.  OU 1 HAS
BEEN FULLY IMPLEMENTED.  A FUTURE ACTION (OU 3) WILL ADDRESS THE LANDFILL ITSELF, THE CONDITION OF THE
EXISTING CONTAINMENT SYSTEM (I.E. THE CAP), ADDITIONAL LEACHATE ISSUES, AND POTENTIAL GROUNDWATER IMPACTS.

   THIS REMEDIAL ACTION (OU 2) FOR RESTRICTED ACCESS, AS SUMMARIZED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN, ADDRESSES A
PRINCIPAL THREAT AT THE SITE OF DIRECT CONTACT CONTAMINATION POSED BY THE LEACHATE SEEPS ON THE LANDFILL. 
THIS REMEDY WILL MINIMIZE OR ELIMINATE THE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS OF PEOPLE COMING INTO CONTACT WITH THESE
SUBSTANCES, FOR EXAMPLE, BY SLIPPING AND FALLING OR BY HAVING THESE MATERIALS SPLASHED UP ON THEM.  IN
ADDITION IT HAS A SIGNIFICANT SECONDARY IMPACT TO REDUCE TRAFFIC ON THE LANDFILL CAP WHICH IS ALREADY
INADEQUATE AND DETERIORATING.  FURTHER DETERIORATION WILL ALLOW MORE WATER TO INFILTRATE, CAUSING MORE
LEACHATE.

   A DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION IS COMPLETED AND IS  CONTAINED IN THE PUBLIC RECORD AS SUPPORT FOR THIS
SECOND ACTION.  A FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY (FFS) IS ALSO CONTAINED IN THE PUBLIC RECORD AS SUPPORT FOR OU 2.
THE RI AND THE FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE THIRD PLANNED ACTION WERE FINALIZED IN JUNE, 1991.

   #SSC
   5. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS



   IN AUGUST 1975, PADER GRANTED SA A PERMIT TO OPERATE A 22 ACRE LANDFILL. THE OPENING WAS DELAYED UNTIL
FEBRUARY 1979 BECAUSE OF LOCAL CONCERNS OVER THE USE OF RESIDENTIALLY ZONED ROADS, THE PROPOSED SALE OF THE
LANDFILL TO SLA AND PERMITTING OF A PROPOSED 200 ACRE EXPANSION.

   IN THE SPRING OF 1979 NEW PADER PERMITS WERE GRANTED TO RECEIVE CERTAIN INDUSTRIAL WASTES.  BY JULY 1979,
SLA WAS ACCEPTING SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT SLUDGE AND PVC MANUFACTURING WASTES.  IN DECEMBER 1979, PADER
PROHIBITED THE DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN INDUSTRIAL WASTES BECAUSE THE WASTE CHARACTERISTICS DID NOT MATCH THOSE ON
THE APPROVED WASTE DISPOSAL APPLICATION MODULE.  ALSO IN DECEMBER 1979, PADER FINED SLA FOR IMPROPER SURFACE
RUN-OFF AND SEDIMENT CONTROL.  PADER TEMPORARILY SUSPENDED INDUSTRIAL WASTE DISPOSAL AT THE SITE IN MARCH
1980, AND PERMANENTLY PROHIBITED INDUSTRIAL WASTE DISPOSAL IN AUGUST 1980.  BETWEEN JANUARY AND JUNE 1981,
PADER CITED SLA FOR OPERATIONAL PROBLEMS (DUST CONTROL, DAILY COVER, AND LITTER CONTROL) AT THE LANDFILL.

   PADER CONDUCTED PERIODIC INSPECTIONS, BOTH ANNOUNCED AND UNANNOUNCED, DURING THE LANDFILL OPERATION. 
DURING AN UNANNOUNCED INSPECTION IN APRIL 1983, PADER FOUND FOUR MAJOR OPERATING VIOLATIONS: IMPROPER  
RUN-OFF CONTROL; SLOPES IN EXCESS OF ALLOWED LIMITS; FAILURE TO COVER COMPACTED WASTE; AND INADEQUATE
SEDIMENTATION AND EROSION CONTROL. PADER ISSUED SLA A NOTICE OF VIOLATION AND REQUIRED THAT THE VIOLATIONS 
BE CORRECTED WITHIN 30 DAYS.  THE VIOLATIONS WERE NOT CORRECTED WITHIN THE SPECIFIED TIME.  IN MAY 1983,
PADER SUSPENDED THE LANDFILL OPERATING PERMIT AND ORDERED THE LANDFILL CLOSED.  SLA CLOSED THE LANDFILL IN
MAY 1983, BY PROVIDING A FINAL SOIL COVER, A PVC COVER, STABILIZED THE SITE WITH AN ADDITIONAL LAYER OF SOIL,
PLANTED VEGETATION, AND INSTALLED A LEACHATE STORAGE TANK SYSTEM.  PADER ALSO ISSUED AN ORDER REQUIRING SLA
TO REMOVE COLLECTED LEACHATE FOR OFF-SITE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL.

   DURING SAMPLING BY PADER IN OCTOBER 1983, VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS WERE DETECTED IN OFF-SITE RESIDENTIAL
DRINKING WATER WELLS.  BASED ON THEIR FINDINGS, PADER IMPLEMENTED A PERIODIC MONITORING PROGRAM OF THE
RESIDENTIAL DRINKING WATER WELLS.

   IN AUGUST 1986, EPA PREPARED AN HRS PACKAGE TO DETERMINE THE STRASBURG LANDFILL SITE ELIGIBILITY FOR
PROPOSAL TO THE NPL.  THE STRASBURG LANDFILL WAS PROPOSED TO THE NPL ON UPDATE #7, IN MAY 1988.  SINCE THAT
TIME, EPA HAS CONTINUED TO CONDUCT A POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP) SEARCH.

   NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

   THIS SECTION WILL FOCUS ON THE CONTAMINANTS THAT MAY POSE HAZARDS, THROUGH INHALATION AND DIRECT CONTACT,
TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH DUE TO THE RELEASE OF LEACHATE FROM SEEP AREAS LOCATED THROUGHOUT THE LANDFILL AREA BUT
MOST NOTABLY ON THE SOUTHEAST CORNER  AND EASTERN SIDE OF THE LANDFILL.  LEACHATE STREAMS FLOW FROM LANDFILLS
WHICH HAVE BEEN IMPROPERLY CAPPED OR WHERE THE LANDFILL CAP HAS BEEN SOMEHOW   COMPROMISED.  LEACHATE, AS
USED IN THIS DOCUMENT, REFERS TO THE LIQUID AND SEMI-LIQUID SUBSTANCES PARTICULARLY HAZARDOUS CHEMICALS THAT
SEEP FROM THE GROUND SURFACE OF THE LANDFILL, EITHER ONTO OTHER GROUND SURFACE AREAS, GROUND OR SURFACE
WATERS.

   WHILE EPA AND PADER HAVE OBSERVED CONTAMINATION FROM THE SITE IN OTHER AREAS, SUCH AS GROUNDWATER, THE
FOCUS OF THIS INTERIM ACTION REMEDY IS THE SURFACE AREAS OF THE LANDFILL AND THE IMMEDIATE SURROUNDING AREAS.

   LEACHATE SEEP

   THERE ARE A NUMBER OF LEACHATE STREAMS EVIDENT ON ALL BUT THE SMALL NORTHERN SLOPE OF THE LANDFILL.  THE
LARGEST AND MOST NOTABLE LEACHATE STREAMS ARE LOCATED ON THE EASTERN AND SOUTHEASTERN PORTIONS OF THE  
LANDFILL.  DATA ARE AVAILABLE ON LANDFILL LEACHATE COLLECTED FROM A MANHOLE NEAR THE SEDIMENT POND AND A SEEP
LOCATED BETWEEN THE SEDIMENT POND AND BRIAR RUN CREEK.  RECENT ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR SAMPLES OF  THESE
MATERIALS ARE GIVEN IN TABLE 4.  THESE MATERIALS ARE PRESUMABLY DERIVED FROM THE SAME GENERAL SOURCE AS THE
LIQUID FROM THE OTHER SEEPS AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE LANDFILL AND MAY EXHIBIT SIMILAR   CONTAMINATION
PATTERNS.

   THE LIQUID DISCHARGING FROM SOME OF THE SOUTHEAST SEEPS FLOW OVERLAND AND EVENTUALLY DISCHARGE DIRECTLY TO
BRIAR RUN OR FLOW IN A NORTHEASTERLY DIRECTION TO BE COLLECTED AND TREATED IN THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM
(OU 1), OR TO A DRAINAGE DITCH THAT EMPTIES INTO THE SEDIMENTATION POND IMMEDIATELY EAST OF THE LANDFILL. 
DURING HEAVY RAINS, THE SEDIMENTATION POND (PRIOR TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF OU 1) USED TO OVERFLOW AND
DISCHARGE VIA AN OVERFLOW STACK RUNNING EASTWARD FROM THE POND THROUGH THE WOODS AND INTO BRIAR RUN, WHICH IN
TURN FLOWS INTO BRANDYWINE CREEK.  LIQUID DISCHARGED FROM THE SOME OF THE SOUTHEAST   SEEPS ALSO MAY MIGRATE
TO GROUNDWATER VIA INFILTRATION AT VARIOUS POINTS ALONG THE OVERLAND FLOW PATHWAY.  GROUNDWATER MOVEMENT IN
THE AREA IS MAINLY VIA FRACTURES IN THE PETERS CREEK SCHIST FORMATION.

   POTENTIAL PATHWAYS OF EXPOSURE TO THE LEACHATE SEEP MATERIAL INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:

            *    DIRECT CONTACT (INCLUDING DERMAL AND ORAL EXPOSURE) WITH
                 THE SEEP MATERIAL BY MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL POPULATION
                 (ADULTS AND CHILDREN) WHO MIGHT ENTER THE SITE FOR



                 MISCELLANEOUS RECREATIONAL PURPOSES; FOR EXAMPLE, CHILDREN
                 PLAYING IN THE AREA;

            *    INHALATION OF VOLATILE ORGANICS, EMITTED FROM THE LEACHATE
                 AND SOILS ALONG THE OVERLAND FLOW PATHWAY, BY
                 REPRESENTATIVES OF THE GENERAL POPULATION THAT MAY COME
                 INTO CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THE SEEPS OR THEIR OVERLAND FLOW
                 PATHWAYS; AND

            *    DERMAL, ORAL, AND INHALATION EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS THAT
                 MIGHT REACH BRIAR RUN OR THE BRANDYWINE CREEK.  THIS IS A
                 CONCERN FOR MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL POPULATION USING THE
                 BRANDYWINE FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES SUCH AS CANOEING,
                 TUBING, SWIMMING, BATHING, WADING, FISHING, OR AS A
                 DRINKING WATER SOURCE.

   THE LEACHATE HAS ALSO INFILTRATED THE GROUND AND REACHED THE GROUNDWATER THAT IS USED AS A WATER SUPPLY
SOURCE BY 203 RESIDENCES IN THE VICINITY OF THE LANDFILL.

   PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION

   THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE LANDFILL LEACHATE AND SEEPS (TABLE 4) AND IN THE RESIDENTIAL WATER SUPPLIES OF THE
AFFECTED HOMES (TABLE 5) CONSIST OF A VARIETY OF HAZARDOUS VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS.  THIS SECTION PROVIDES
A SUMMARY OF THE POTENTIAL RISKS TO HUMAN HEALTH FROM THESE CONTAMINANTS IN THE ABSENCE OF ANY REMEDIAL
ACTION.

   IT SHOULD AGAIN BE NOTED, THAT, ALTHOUGH WE HAVE TAKEN TIME TO EVALUATE RISKS POSED BY THE SITE
CONTAMINANTS, THE STABILITY AND INTEGRITY OF THE EXISTING CAP IS A SIGNIFICANT CONCERN TO BE ADDRESSED BY
THIS REMEDIAL ACTION.  FURTHER DEGRADATION OF THE CAP MAY LEAD TO INCREASED LEACHATE PRODUCTION, GREATER
NUMBER OF SEEPS AND MORE POTENTIAL EXPOSURE RISKS. ADDITIONALLY, THE SECURITY OF THE EXISTING COLLECTION AND
TREATMENT SYSTEM IS IMPACTED BY TRESPASSERS AND VANDALS.  FAILURE OF THIS SYSTEM COULD CAUSE LARGE RELEASES
OF CONTAMINATED WATER DIRECTLY TO BRIAR RUN AND THEN TO THE BRANDYWINE CREEK.  LASTLY, THE TRESPASSERS HAVE
STARTED SMALL FIRES ON THE SITE WHICH, SO FAR, HAVE BEEN CONTROLLED.  THE LANDFILL, HOWEVER, EMITS METHANE
GAS WHICH CAN IGNITE.  THERE IS A POSSIBILITY OF A LANDFILL FIRE FUELED BY METHANE, IF THE TRESPASSERS LIGHT
THEIR FIRES IN A METHANE RICH AREA.
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   6. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

   THE STRASBURG LANDFILL IS AN OPEN 22 ACRE LANDFILL LOCATED ON AN OPEN 220 ACRE TRACT OF LAND.  THE ONLY
ACCESS RESTRICTION IS A LOCKED GATE ACROSS THE MAIN ACCESS ROAD.

   THERE IS MUCH EVIDENCE OF ON-SITE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES.  "DIRTBIKE" AND "ALL TERRAIN VEHICLE" (ATV)
TRACKS CRISSCROSS THE PROPERTY AND ARE ESPECIALLY PREVALENT ON THE LANDFILL.  EVIDENCE OF RECENT CAMPFIRES IS
ALSO SEEN ON THE LANDFILL, AS ARE HORSESHOE PRINTS, SHOTGUN SHELLS, AND CLAY PIGEONS.  THE NEIGHBORHOOD
AROUND THE LANDFILL IS RELATIVELY STABLE IN TERMS OF DEVELOPMENT; HOWEVER, SIMILAR AREAS, IN LOCALES AS CLOSE
AS FOUR MILES AWAY ARE EXPERIENCING A CONSIDERABLE AMOUNT OF DEVELOPMENT OF SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING.  IT IS
EXPECTED THAT THIS TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT WILL, IN A REASONABLY SHORT TIME, OCCUR IN THIS AREA.  AT THE TIME THE
SITE WAS FIRST VISITED BY EPA, PRIVATE SURVEYORS, APPARENTLY CONTRACTED BY THE OWNERS, WERE ON THE PROPERTY
WORKING ON A PLAN TO DEVELOP PART OF THE PROPERTY FOR EXECUTIVE HOMES.  WHILE THIS ACTION IMMEDIATELY CEASED,
ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE AREA MAY BRING MORE PEOPLE, PARTICULARLY CHILDREN, INTO CONTACT WITH THE
LANDFILL.

   THE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS THAT APPEAR TO HAVE THE GREATEST POTENTIAL TO PRODUCE ADVERSE HUMAN HEALTH EFFECTS
AT STRASBURG LANDFILL ARE:

            *    MIGRATION OF VOLATILE CONTAMINANTS VIA SOIL GAS TO THE AIR
                 IN THE VICINITY OF THE LANDFILL, WHERE THEY COULD BE
                 INHALED BY SITE VISITORS;

            *    MIGRATION OF CONTAMINANTS WITHIN LANDFILL LEACHATE TO THE
                 GROUND SURFACE IN SEEP AREAS AND THE SEDIMENT POND, WHERE
                 SITE VISITORS COULD BE ACCIDENTALLY EXPOSED TO THE
                 CONTAMINANTS THROUGH DIRECT DERMAL CONTACT, INCIDENTAL
                 INGESTION, AND INHALATION OF VOLATILES EMANATING FROM THE LEACHATE.



   THE PATHWAYS WERE QUANTITATIVELY EVALUATED IN THE RISK ASSESSMENT SECTION OF THE DRAFT STRASBURG LANDFILL
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT. ALTHOUGH THE GROUNDWATER PATHWAY WAS FOUND TO POSE THE GREATEST   POTENTIAL
RISKS OF THE THREE PATHWAYS, THE IMPACT OF GROUNDWATER ON PEOPLE HAS BEEN ADDRESSED IN PAST ACTIONS AT THE
SITE.  THE FINAL RI/FS FOR THIS SITE WILL ALSO CONSIDER AND ADDRESS, AS APPROPRIATE, REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
FOR GROUNDWATER.  CONTROL OF SITE ACCESS DOES NOT AFFECT THIS PATHWAY.  THEREFORE, IN THE FOCUSED FEASIBILITY
STUDY, GROUNDWATER WAS NOT CONSIDERED FURTHER.  USING SITE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS PRESENTED IN THE TABLES
ABOVE, A REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE (RME) ESTIMATE WAS DEVELOPED BASED ON ESTIMATED FREQUENCY AND EXPOSURE
DURATION THAT THE RECEPTOR POPULATION (SITE VISITOR) IS LIKELY TO EXPERIENCE.  VARIOUS PHYSIOLOGICAL
PARAMETERS (E.G., BREATHING RATE, INGESTION RATE, BODY WEIGHT, ETC.)  WERE INCORPORATED TO OBTAIN AN ESTIMATE
OF THE LIFETIME AVERAGE DAILY DOSE OF A CONTAMINANT.  FOR THE   INHALATION PATHWAY, SITE VISITORS COME IN
CONTACT WITH VOLATILE CONTAMINANTS ON SITE BY INHALATION ONLY.  FOR THE ACCIDENTAL CONTACT PATHWAY, SITE
VISITORS COULD BE EXPOSED TO CONTAMINANTS BY DIRECT DERMAL   CONTACT, INCIDENTAL INGESTION, AND BY INHALATION
OF VAPORS FROM LEACHATE.

   A BRIEF REVIEW OF THE KEY PARAMETERS FOR THE TWO PATHWAYS FOLLOWS:

   FOR THE INHALATION PATHWAY: SINCE SITE VISITORS EVIDENTLY WALK, JOG, AND RIDE HORSES, MOTORCYCLES OR ATV'S
ON SITE, AN INHALATION RATE CORRESPONDING TO LIGHT TO MODERATE ACTIVITY WAS USED.  THE EXPOSURE   TIME, THE
EXPECTED DURATION OF A SITE VISIT, WAS ASSUMED TO BE ONE HOUR PER DAY.  THE EXPOSURE FREQUENCY, THE NUMBER OF
DAYS PER YEAR DURING WHICH SITE VISITS MIGHT OCCUR, WAS ASSUMED TO BE 100 DAYS/YEAR.  AVERAGING TIME, THE
PERIOD OVER WHICH THE ESTIMATED EXPOSURE IS AVERAGED, WAS TAKEN AS 30 YEARS FOR NONCARCINOGENS (90 PERCENTILE
FOR TIME SPENT AT ONE RESIDENCE) AND 70 YEARS FOR CARCINOGENS, CORRESPONDING  TO THE CARCINOGENIC POTENCY
SLOPE FACTORS WHICH ARE BASED ON LIFETIME EXPOSURES.

   FOR THE ACCIDENTAL CONTACT PATHWAY, TWO EXPOSURE SCENARIOS WERE EVALUATED IN THE RISK ASSESSMENT.  THE
FIRST EXPOSURE SCENARIO INVOLVED A SITE VISITOR AND ACCIDENTAL CONTACT WITH THE SEEP MATERIAL BY PARTIAL   OR
TOTAL EMERSION.  THE SECOND EXPOSURE SCENARIO INVOLVED ACCIDENTAL CONTACT WITH THE SEEP MATERIAL BY HAVING
THE SEEP MATERIAL SPLASHED ON A SITE VISITOR AFTER RIDING A MOTORCYCLE, ATV, OR HORSE THROUGH A LEACHATE
SEEP.  DERMAL ABSORPTION OF CONTAMINANTS DEPENDS ON THE DERMAL PERMEABILITY CONSTANT OF THE SPECIFIC CHEMICAL
COMPOUND.  SINCE SPECIFIC DATA FOR THIS CONSTANT WERE NOT AVAILABLE FOR MOST CHEMICALS FOUND IN THE SEEP
AREAS, CONSTANTS FOR ORGANIC COMPOUNDS WERE ASSUMED AND CHOSEN TO REFLECT AN INVERSE RELATIONSHIP TO THE
OCTANOL/WATER PARTITIONING COEFFICIENT FOR THAT COMPOUND.

   FOR THE FIRST EXPOSURE SCENARIO, SKIN SURFACE AREA WAS TAKEN AS EQUIVALENT TO THE AREA OF THE ARMS, LEGS,
HANDS, AND FEET THAT WOULD LIKELY COME INTO CONTACT WITH SEEP WATER OR SEDIMENT.  THE EXPOSURE   FREQUENCY
FOR THE FIRST ACCIDENTAL CONTACT EXPOSURE SCENARIO WAS ASSUMED TO BE FOUR TIMES PER YEAR, BECAUSE OF THE
ACCIDENTAL NATURE OF THE EXPOSURE.

   FOR THE SECOND EXPOSURE SCENARIO, SKIN SURFACE AREA WAS TAKEN AS EQUIVALENT TO THE AREA OF THE HANDS, AND
ONE HALF THE AREA OF THE ARMS AND LEGS.  THE EXPOSURE FREQUENCY WAS ASSUMED TO BE 50 TIMES PER YEAR.

   EXPOSURE TIME FOR EACH ACCIDENTAL EXPOSURE SCENARIO WAS ASSUMED TO BE ONE HOUR, THE ESTIMATED TIME FOR A
SITE VISITOR TO RETURN HOME AND REMOVE WET CLOTHING.  INCIDENTAL INGESTION BY HAND-TO-MOUTH CONTACT WAS  
INCLUDED IN EACH ACCIDENTAL CONTACT EXPOSURE SCENARIO AND WAS TAKEN AS 100 MG/DAY BASED ON EPA GUIDANCE. 
INHALATION RATES FOR THE ACCIDENTAL CONTACT EXPOSURE SCENARIOS WERE THE SAME AS USED FOR THE INHALATION  
PATHWAY, OTHER VALUES WERE ALSO THE SAME.

   USING THE ESTIMATES OF A LIFETIME AVERAGE DAILY DOSE OF A PARTICULAR CHEMICAL UNDER THE RME SCENARIO AND
ASSUMED VALUES FOR KEY PARAMETERS, RISKS POSED BY THE CHEMICAL CONTAMINANTS ARE THEN EVALUATED.
NONCARCINOGENIC RISKS ARE ASSESSED BY CALCULATING A HAZARD INDEX, THE RATIO OF ESTIMATED AVERAGE DAILY DOSE
TO THE REFERENCE DOSE, WHICH IS CONSIDERED AN ALLOWABLE DAILY INTAKE.  A HAZARD INDEX GREATER THAN 1.0
INDICATES THAT ADVERSE EFFECTS MAY BE POSSIBLE.  A HAZARD INDEX VALUE LESS THAN 1.0 INDICATES THAT ADVERSE
EFFECTS WOULD NOT BE EXPECTED.  FOR CARCINOGENIC COMPOUNDS, A LINEARIZED MULTISTAGE MODEL IS USED TO ESTIMATE
THE CARCINOGENIC POTENCY SLOPE FACTOR.  THE LIFETIME AVERAGE DAILY DOSE IS MULTIPLIED BY THE LOW-DOSE SLOPE
FACTOR FOR EACH ROUTE OF EXPOSURE TO A PARTICULAR COMPOUND; CARCINOGENIC RISK IS THEN ESTIMATED BY ADDING THE
RISKS DUE TO ORAL, DERMAL, AND INHALATION ROUTES.

   THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WAS DESIGNED TO CHARACTERIZE THE NATURE, EXTENT, AND LIMITS OF CONTAMINATION
ORIGINATING AT THE STRASBURG LANDFILL.  THE POSSIBLE SOURCE AREAS WERE IDENTIFIED BASED ON A REVIEW OF PAST
ACTIVITIES AT THE SITE AND PREVIOUS SAMPLING ACTIVITIES.  ALL OF THE POTENTIAL SOURCE AREAS AND MIGRATION
PATHWAYS WERE INVESTIGATED USING VARIOUS FIELD TECHNIQUES AND BY COLLECTION AND LABORATORY ANALYSIS OF
SAMPLES. IN THIS WAY, THE NATURE OF THE CONTAMINATION WAS CHARACTERIZED AND ITS EXTENT DEFINED.  GIVEN THE
INFORMATION AVAILABLE ABOUT THE SITE, IT SEEMS UNLIKELY THAT ANY SIGNIFICANT SOURCE AREAS OR MIGRATION
PATHWAYS WERE OVERLOOKED.  SINCE SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED FROM A VARIETY OF MEDIA ENCOMPASSING ALL OF THE
LIKELY SOURCE AREAS AND MIGRATION PATHWAYS, AND SAMPLES FROM MOST OF THE MEDIA EXCEPT SOIL GAS WERE ANALYZED
FOR THE FULL TARGET COMPOUND LIST (TCL) PLUS ANY NON-TCL ORGANICS THAT WERE FOUND, IT IS ALSO UNLIKELY THAT
ANY SIGNIFICANT CONTAMINANTS WOULD HAVE BEEN MISSED.



   EPA HAS RECENTLY ADOPTED A POLICY THAT ACCEPTABLE EXPOSURES TO KNOWN OR SUSPECTED CARCINOGENS ARE
GENERALLY THOSE THAT REPRESENT AN EXCESS UPPER BOUND LIFETIME CANCER RISK TO AN INDIVIDUAL OF BETWEEN (10-4)
AND (10-6).  IN ADDITION, EPA WILL USE THE (10-6) RISK LEVEL AS THE POINT OF DEPARTURE FOR DETERMINING
REMEDIATION GOALS FOR NPL SITES.  FOR SYSTEMIC TOXICANTS (NONCARCINOGENS) EPA DEFINES ACCEPTABLE EXPOSURE
LEVELS AS THOSE TO WHICH THE HUMAN POPULATION, INCLUDING SENSITIVE SUBGROUPS, MAY BE EXPOSED WITHOUT ADVERSE
EFFECTS DURING A LIFETIME OR PART OF A LIFETIME, INCORPORATING AN ADEQUATE MARGIN OF SAFETY (EPA 1990).  THIS
ACCEPTABLE EXPOSURE LEVEL CORRESPONDS TO HAZARD INDEX OF 1.  IF THE HAZARD INDEX IS LESS THAN 1, NO ADVERSE
EFFECTS WOULD BE EXPECTED.  IF THE HAZARD INDEX IS GREATER THAN 1, ADVERSE EFFECTS COULD BE POSSIBLE.

   BASED ON THE HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT PRESENTED IN THE DRAFT STRASBURG LANDFILL REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
REPORT, ESTIMATE HAZARD INDICES FOR SYSTEMIC TOXICANTS DID NOT EXCEED 1 (THE LARGEST WAS 0.15) FOR ANY THE
PATHWAYS.  THEREFORE, THE REMAINDER OF THIS DISCUSSION FOCUSES ON THE SOURCES OF THE POTENTIAL CANCER RISKS.

   THE MAGNITUDE OF THE POTENTIAL CANCER RISKS POSED BY SITE CONTAMINANTS ARE SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 8. 
ESTIMATES OF REASONABLE MAXIMUM EXPOSURE AND RISKS POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL RECEPTORS ARE BASED ON 30-YEAR
EXPOSURES, SINCE THAT IS THE 90TH PERCENTILE AMOUNT OF TIME AN INDIVIDUAL LIVES AT A SINGLE RESIDENCE (EPA
1989B).

   AMONG 30-YEAR RESIDENTS, THE GREATEST EXPOSURE AND RISKS WOULD ACCRUE TO AN INDIVIDUAL LIVING AT A
RESIDENCE FROM BIRTH THROUGH EARLY ADULTHOOD, SINCE CHILDREN TEND TO EXPERIENCE GREATER EXPOSURE THAN ADULTS
IN THE SAME SETTING.  THIS OCCURS FOR TWO MAIN REASONS: CHILDREN ENGAGE IN MORE EXPLORATORY BEHAVIOR THAN
ADULTS, THEREBY INCREASING THEIR POTENTIAL CONTACT WITH CONTAMINANTS, AND CHILDREN HAVE GREATER
INGESTION-RATE-, INHALATION-RATE-, AND SKIN-AREA- TO BODY-WEIGHT RATIOS THAN ADULTS, THUS   INCREASING THE
INTENSITY OF THEIR EXPOSURE IN A GIVEN SITUATION.  FOR THESE REASONS, POTENTIAL RISKS TO A COMPOSITE
CHILD/ADULT RECEPTOR, AGE 1 TO 31 YEARS, WERE ESTIMATED BY SUMMING RISKS FOR AGE GROUPS EXPLICITLY EVALUATED.

   FOR ON-SITE AIR EXPOSURE AND ACCIDENTAL CONTACT WITH SEEP AREAS, THE RISK FOR CHILDREN 6 TO 12 YEARS OLD
AND 12 TO 18 YEARS OLD, WERE COMBINED WITH ADULT RISKS REPRESENTING 18 YEARS OF EXPOSURE TO COMPLETE   THE
30-YEAR EXPOSURE PERIOD.  CHILDREN 1 TO 6 YEARS OLD WOULD BE UNLIKELY TO WANDER ONTO THE LANDFILL
UNACCOMPANIED BY AN ADULT; THUS, OMISSION OF THE AGE GROUP FROM THESE PATHWAYS WOULD BE UNLIKELY TO AFFECT
THE ESTIMATED COMPOSITE RISKS.  USING THE RISK ESTIMATES FOR THE COMPOSITE CHILD/ADULT POPULATION, THE MOST
SENSITIVE POPULATION, AS SHOWN IN TABLE 8, THE MAGNITUDE OF POTENTIAL CANCER RISKS TO SITE VISITORS POSED BY
SITE CONTAMINANTS WAS ESTIMATED TO BE 6.5 X (10-6) FOR ACCIDENTAL CONTACT WITH SEEP AREAS AND 6.4 X (10-7)
FOR INHALATION OF AIRBORNE CONTAMINANTS. THE EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK FOR A SITE VISITOR EXPOSED FOR 30
YEARS TO THE SITE CONTAMINANTS IN THE AIR AND SEEP AREAS IS 7.1 X (10-6).

   THIS MEANS THAT AN INDIVIDUAL VISITING THE SITE FOR THE RECREATIONAL PURPOSES DESCRIBED (WALKING, JOGGING 
RIDING HORSES, ATVS OR MOTORCYCLES) HAS A LITTLE MORE THAN ONE CHANCE IN A MILLION OF   DEVELOPING A CANCER
THAT OTHERWISE WOULD NOT HAVE DEVELOPED.  THIS IS THE HEALTH RISK THAT WOULD BE PREVENTED BY ELIMINATING
VISITOR ACCESS TO THE SITE.

   ALSO SHOWN IN TABLE 8 ARE THE RISK CONTRIBUTIONS ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE DIFFERENT CHEMICAL CONTAMINANTS AND
TO THE DIFFERENT ROUTES OF EXPOSURE. FOR THE INHALATION PATHWAY, ALL OF THE EXPOSURE IS ATTRIBUTED TO  
INHALATION WITH THE GREATEST RISK POSED BY VINYL CHLORIDE (51 PERCENT) FOLLOWED BY 1,1-DICHLOROETHENE.  FOR
THE ACCIDENTAL CONTACT PATHWAY, HALF OF THE EXPOSURE IS ATTRIBUTED TO DERMAL ROUTE, 44 PERCENT TO  
INHALATION, AND THE REMAINDER TO INGESTION; MOST OF THE RISK (80 PERCENT) IS ATTRIBUTED TO ARSENIC EXPOSURE.

   CANCER POTENCY FACTORS (CPFS) HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED BY EPA'S CARCINOGENIC ASSESSMENT GROUP FOR ESTIMATING
EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH EXPOSURE TO POTENTIALLY CARCINOGENIC CHEMICALS.  CPFS, WHICH ARE
EXPRESSED IN UNITS OF (MG/KG-DAY)-1, ARE MULTIPLIED BY THE ESTIMATED INTAKE OF A POTENTIAL CARCINOGEN, IN
MG/KG-DAY, TO PROVIDE AN UPPERBOUND ESTIMATE OF THE EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK ASSOCIATED WITH EXPOSURE AT
THAT INTAKE LEVEL.  THE TERM "UPPER BOUND" REFLECTS THE CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF THE RISKS CALCULATED FROM
THE CPF.  USE OF THIS APPROACH MAKES UNDERESTIMATION OF THE ACTUAL CANCER RISK HIGHLY UNLIKELY.  CANCER
POTENCY FACTORS ARE DERIVED FROM THE RESULTS OF HUMAN EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDIES OR CHRONIC ANIMAL BIOASSAYS TO
WHICH ANIMAL-TO-HUMAN EXTRAPOLATION AND UNCERTAINTY FACTORS HAVE BEEN APPLIED.

   REFERENCE DOSES (RFDS) HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED BY EPA FOR INDICATING THE POTENTIAL FOR ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS
FROM EXPOSURE TO CHEMICALS EXHIBITING NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS.  RFDS, WHICH ARE EXPRESSED IN UNITS  OF
MG/KG-DAY, ARE ESTIMATES OF LIFETIME DAILY EXPOSURE LEVELS FOR HUMANS, INCLUDING SENSITIVE INDIVIDUALS, THAT
IS NOT LIKELY TO BE WITHOUT AN APPRECIABLE RISK OF ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS.  ESTIMATED INTAKES OF CHEMICALS
FROM ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIA (E.G., THE AMOUNT OF A CHEMICAL INGESTED FROM CONTAMINATED DRINKING WATER) CAN BE
COMPARED TO THE RFD.  RFDS ARE DERIVED FROM HUMAN EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDIES OR ANIMAL STUDIES TO WHICH
UNCERTAINTY FACTORS HAVE BEEN APPLIED (E.G., TO ACCOUNT FOR THE USE OF ANIMAL DATA TO PREDICT EFFECTS ON
HUMANS).  THESE UNCERTAINTY FACTORS HELP ENSURE THAT THE RFDS WILL NOT UNDERESTIMATE THE   POTENTIAL FOR
ADVERSE NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS TO OCCUR.

   EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISKS ARE DETERMINED BY MULTIPLYING THE INTAKE LEVEL WITH THE CANCER POTENCY



FACTOR.  THESE RISKS ARE PROBABILITIES THAT ARE GENERALLY EXPRESSED IN SCIENTIFIC NOTATION (E.G., 1 X
(10-6)). AN EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISK OF 1 X (10-6) INDICATES THAT, AS A PLAUSIBLE UPPER BOUND, AN
INDIVIDUAL HAS A ONE IN ONE MILLION CHANCE OF DEVELOPING CANCER AS A RESULT OF SITE-RELATED EXPOSURE TO A
CARCINOGEN OVER A 70-YEAR LIFETIME UNDER THE SPECIFIC EXPOSURE CONDITIONS AT A SITE.

   POTENTIAL CONCERN FOR NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS OF A SINGLE CONTAMINANT IN A SINGLE MEDIUM IS EXPRESSED AS
THE HAZARD QUOTIENT (HQ) (OR THE RATIO OF THE ESTIMATED INTAKE DERIVED FROM THE CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATION IN
A GIVEN MEDIUM TO THE CONTAMINANT'S REFERENCE DOSE).  BY ADDING THE HQS FOR ALL CONTAMINANTS WITHIN A MEDIUM
OR ACROSS ALL MEDIA TO WHICH A GIVEN POPULATION MAY REASONABLY BE EXPOSED, THE HAZARD INDEX (HI) CAN BE
GENERATED.  THE HI PROVIDES A USEFUL REFERENCE POINT FOR GAUGING THE   POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANCE OF MULTIPLE
CONTAMINANT EXPOSURES WITHIN A SINGLE MEDIUM OR ACROSS MEDIA.

   AS DISCUSSED ABOVE, THE INCREMENTAL CANCER RISK, USING ALL THESE CONSERVATIVE ASSUMPTION FACTORS IS 7.1 X
(10-6).  WHILE THIS RISK IS WITHIN THE 106 TO 104 RISK RANGE THAT EPA USES TO INITIATE REMEDIAL ACTION, IT IS
ABOVE THE 106 "STARTING POINT" THE EPA USES AS A BASELINE FOR DECISIONS.

   WHEN THIS IS CONSIDERED ALONG WITH THE THREAT OF CONTINUING DEGRADATION OF THE CAP DUE TO ATV AND OTHER
TRAFFIC, WE ARE MAKING THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT: ACTUAL OR THREATENED RELEASES OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES FROM 
THIS SITE, IF NOT ADDRESSED BY IMPLEMENTING THE RESPONSE ACTION SELECTED IN THIS ROD, MAY PRESENT AN IMMINENT
AND SUBSTANTIAL ENDANGERMENT TO PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, OR THE ENVIRONMENT.

   #DA
   7. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

   THE INTENT OF THIS INTERIM ACTION IS TO REDUCE THE HEALTH RISK TO PEOPLE THROUGH INHALATION AND DIRECT
CONTACT THAT UTILIZE THE LANDFILL SITE FOR RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES SUCH AS MOTORCYCLE OR ALL TERRAIN VEHICLE
RIDING, WALKING, JOGGING, OR HUNTING.  THE HEALTH RISK WILL ALSO BE REDUCED BY PROVIDING PROTECTION FOR THE
EXISTING CAP.  FURTHERMORE, HEALTH RISKS WILL BE MINIMIZED BY MAINTAINING THE INTEGRITY OF THE EXISTING CAP. 
THIS MEANS PREVENTING PEOPLE FROM WEARING "TIRE TRACK" GROOVES IN THE EXISTING CAP OR USING THE LANDFILL AS A
LOCATION FOR BONFIRES, SHOT GUN SHOOTING AND OTHER RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES.  THE OBJECTIVE WILL BE MET BY
RESTRICTING ACCESS TO THE IMMEDIATE LANDFILL AREA.

   THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVES WHICH WERE IDENTIFIED AND EVALUATED IN THE FFS, WILL BE DEVELOPED AND DISCUSSED
USING THE FOLLOWING SEQUENCE: IDENTIFICATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES; IDENTIFICATION,   EFFECTIVENESS,
IMPLEMENTABILITY, COSTS.  NOTE: THE COSTS PRESENTED IN THIS DECISION DOCUMENT ARE DIFFERENT THAN THOSE
PRESENTED IN THE FFS. THE COST FIGURES HAVE BEEN REVISED TO REFLECT THE FACT THAT COSTS   ASSOCIATED WITH
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THIS OU 2 REMEDY.  THESE
COSTS WERE ORIGINALLY INCLUDED IN THE FFS (SEE DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES).

   ALTERNATIVE 1:  NO ACTION

   PURSUANT TO THE NCP, THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS DEVELOPED TO PROVIDE A BASELINE TO WHICH THE OTHER REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVES CAN BE COMPARED.  THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES TAKING NO ACTION AT THE SITE TO RESTRICT ACCESS.  
IN 1989, THE EPA ISSUED THE FIRST RECORD OF DECISION  FOR THIS SITE WHICH CALLED FOR COLLECTION AND TREATMENT
OF LEACHATE EMANATING FROM THE LANDFILL.  THIS ACTION CONTINUES TO BE IMPLEMENTED.  A TRUE "NO ACTION" AS
DESCRIBED IN CERCLA, WOULD IMPLY SHUTTING DOWN THIS SYSTEM, SOMETHING, EPA WOULD NOT CONSIDER AT THIS TIME
BECAUSE OF THE ADVERSE HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ACTION.  THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE  CONSIDERED
UNDER THIS STUDY IS ACTUALLY A "NO FURTHER ACTION"  AND INCLUDES, AS PART OF THE COSTS, MAINTENANCE OF THE
LANDFILL CAP.  THIS ONGOING COST IS ALSO INCLUDED IN THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES DESCRIBED BELOW. UNDER THIS
ALTERNATIVE, ACTION WOULD ONLY OCCUR IN A REACTIVE MANNER TO EITHER CONTINUAL REPAIR DAMAGE TO THE LANDFILL
AREAS BY THE GROOVING OR TRACKING IN THE EXISTING LANDFILL OR, POTENTIALLY, EXTINGUISHING LANDFILL FIRES.

   EFFECTIVENESS

   SINCE NO "FURTHER" ACTION WOULD BE TAKEN TO RESTRICT ACCESS TO THE LANDFILL AREA, NOT ONLY WOULD THE
CURRENT HUMAN HEALTH RISKS REMAIN, BUT RISKS WOULD EXPECT TO MARKEDLY INCREASE AS THE GROOVING BEGAN TO CUT
THROUGH THE PVC CAP AND EXPOSE MORE OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES BURIED THERE.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

   NO ACTION IS PROBABLY EASIER TO IMPLEMENT THAN SOME OF THE ALTERNATIVES LISTED BELOW.  HOWEVER, AS THE
INCIDENCE OF SITE TRAFFIC INCREASES, THE AMOUNT OF LANDFILL AND CAP REPAIR WILL ALSO HAVE TO INCREASE, AND
THERE IS THE REAL POTENTIAL THAT MAINTENANCE COSTS COULD BECOME VERY HIGH.

   COSTS



   THE COSTS TO DATE ARE APPROXIMATELY $500 FOR THE EXISTING SIGNS, PROJECTED ANNUAL OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE FOR THE CAP (O & M) COSTS OF $54,964 WHICH INCLUDES $1,800 FOR AN ANNUAL INSPECTION AND $52,914
FOR MOWING, REVEGATION, EROSION CONTROL, DRAINAGE AND FREEZE-THAW DAMAGE REPAIR.  THIS COST DOES NOT TAKE
INTO ACCOUNT THE COST OF CONTROLLING AND EXTINGUISHING A LANDFILL FIRE, WHICH IS A REAL CONCERN BASED ON THE
CURRENT USES OF THE LANDFILL.  THE PRESENT WORTH COST ESTIMATE FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $682,550.  THE COSTS
FOR 5-YEAR SITE REVIEWS ARE INCLUDED IN THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) AND PRESENT WORTH COSTS FOR THIS
ALTERNATIVE.  (NOTE: 5 YEAR REVIEWS ARE REQUIRED BY CERCLA WHENEVER HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE LEFT ON SITE.)

   ALTERNATIVE 2: ADDITIONAL WARNING SIGNS

   THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES PROCURING EITHER READILY AVAILABLE OR CUSTOM-MADE SIGNS, AND POSTING THESE SIGNS
AT LIKELY POINTS OF ENTRY ON TO THE LANDFILL PROPERTY.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS NOT CONSIDERED AS A "STAND
ALONE" ALTERNATIVE, BUT RATHER SOMETHING THAT WOULD BE CONSIDERED IN ADDITION TO ONE OF THE OTHER CONSIDERED
OPTIONS.  THE REASON FOR NO FURTHER CONSIDERATION IS THAT EPA HAS ALREADY POSTED 12 SIGNS AROUND THE PROPERTY
AT ALL PROBABLE SITE ACCESS POINTS AND IT APPEARS THAT THEY HAVE BEEN LARGELY IGNORED.

   EFFECTIVENESS

   THERE ARE TWELVE SIGNS POSTED BY EPA AROUND THE PROPERTY AT ALL OF THE LIKELY POINTS OF ENTRY.  SIGNS ARE
OFTEN EFFECTIVE IN WARNING PEOPLE OF THE REAL AND POTENTIAL DANGERS ASSOCIATED WITH PLACES AND SITUATIONS. IN
THIS CASE, IT APPEARS THAT THE PRESENT SIGNS HAVE BEEN INEFFECTIVE IN PREVENTING TRESPASS OR IN DECREASING
ANY OF THE RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES ON THE SITE.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

   SIGNS ARE READILY AVAILABLE IN EITHER STANDARD OR CUSTOM MADE VERSIONS. POSTING OF ADDITIONAL SIGNS WOULD
BE EASILY ACCOMPLISHED BOTH AROUND THE LANDFILL AND AT OTHER LOCATIONS AROUND THE PROPERTY.

   COSTS

   THE COST OF ADDITIONAL SIGNS FOR THIS SITE HAS BEEN ESTIMATED TO BE $500 PER YEAR (REPLACEMENT COSTS).  O
& M COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH REPLACING SIGNS DESTROYED OR DAMAGED DUE TO WEATHERING OR VANDALISM IS ESTIMATED AT
$250 PER YEAR.  THE ESTIMATED TIME TO PURCHASE AND INSTALL ADDITION SIGNS IS ONE MONTH.  THE PRESENT WORTH
ESTIMATE FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE (BY ITSELF, NO 5-YEAR SITE REVIEWS) IS $3,602.

   ALTERNATIVE 3: SECURITY FENCE

   THIS ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES THE INSTALLATION OF A METAL FENCE, CHAIN LINK, EIGHT FEET HIGH, TOPPED WITH
BARBED WIRE.  THE FENCE WOULD ENCOMPASS THE IMMEDIATE LANDFILL AREA INCLUDING MOST OF THE ACCESS ROAD ON THE
EAST, SOUTH, AND WEST SIDES OF THE LANDFILL, THE SEDIMENT POND, AIR STRIPPING BUILDING, AND MONITORING WELL
3-I.  FOUR GATES WITH LOCKS WOULD BE INSTALLED TO ALLOW AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL TO ENTER OTHER PARTS OF THE
PROPERTY TO PERFORM SITE RELATED ACTIVITIES.  ACCESS WOULD ALSO BE GIVEN TO EMERGENCY VEHICLES AND POLICE. 
MAINTENANCE OF THE FENCE AND THE EXISTING CAP IS INCLUDED IN THIS ALTERNATIVE.

   EFFECTIVENESS

   ACCESS CONTROLS SUCH AS FENCES ARE WIDELY USED AT MANY TYPES OF HAZARDOUS ACTIVITY SITES, INCLUDING
CONSTRUCTION SITES, INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES, AND WASTE DISPOSAL SITES.  SECURITY FENCES PROVIDE EFFECTIVE  
BARRIERS IN PREVENTING UNAUTHORIZED PERSONNEL AND VARIOUS TYPES OF ANIMALS FROM ACCESSING THE SITE. 
FURTHERMORE, EVEN IF A FENCE IS BREACHED (I.E., CUT), THE FENCE LINE DEFINES A VISIBLE BOUNDARY LINE   BEYOND
WHICH IT IS CLEAR TO THE PUBLIC THAT FURTHER TRESPASS IS NOT PERMITTED.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

   SECURITY FENCING IS A COMMON AND WIDELY USED TECHNOLOGY TO RESTRICT ACCESS TO SPECIFIC AREAS.  EQUIPMENT
AND SKILLED WORKERS ARE READILY AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT THIS TECHNOLOGY.  SINCE THE ONLY REMEDIAL ACTION
INVOLVED WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE IS THE INSTALLATION OF A FENCE, PROTECTION OF WORKERS AND THE COMMUNITY FROM
EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATED MATERIALS DURING REMEDIATION IS NOT A MAJOR CONSIDERATION SINCE THIS ACTION WILL NOT
REQUIRE CONTACT WITH THE LEACHATE SUBSTANCE.  A FENCE, EVEN OF THIS MAGNITUDE, COULD BE INSTALLED IN
APPROXIMATELY FIVE WEEKS, ONCE A FIELD CREW AND EQUIPMENT ARE MOBILIZED.

   COSTS

   CAPITAL COST FOR THE INSTALLATION OF APPROXIMATELY 7500 LINEAR FEET OF EIGHT FOOT HIGH SECURITY FENCE WITH
FOUR LOCKABLE GATES AND WARNING SIGNS IS APPROXIMATELY $135,500.  THE ANNUAL O & M COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS
ALTERNATIVE IS PROJECTED AT $55,405 OF WHICH $8,000 IS PROJECTED FOR ACTUAL FENCE MAINTENANCE, AND THE
REMAINDER ($47,155) FOR THE EXISTING CAP AND ADDITIONAL WARNING SIGNS($250). THE PRESENT WORTH   ESTIMATE FOR



THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $823,020 AND INCLUDES THE COSTS OF 5-YEAR SITE REVIEWS.

   ALTERNATIVE 4: SECURITY FENCE WITH REMOTE SENSING CAPABILITIES

    THIS ALTERNATIVE IS SIMILAR, IN TERMS OF SIZE AND SCOPE, TO ALTERNATIVE 3.  HOWEVER, IN ADDITION TO THE
SECURITY FENCE, ELECTRONICS WOULD BE ADDED TO DETECT WHERE AND WHEN THE FENCE WAS BEING COMPROMISED.  IN THE
EVENT SUCH A BREACHING WAS EFFECTED, A SIGNAL WOULD BE SENT EITHER TO THE LOCAL OR STATE POLICE OFFICE
NOTIFYING THESE OFFICIALS THAT SUCH AN EVENT HAD OCCURRED.  MAINTENANCE OF THE FENCE, IN ADDITION TO THE
ELECTRONIC SENSING SYSTEM(S), IS INCLUDED IN THIS ALTERNATIVE.

   MAINTENANCE OF THE EXISTING CAP AND THE INSTALLATION OF ADDITIONAL WARNING SIGNS IS ALSO INCLUDED IN THIS
ALTERNATIVE.

   EFFECTIVENESS

   ALL OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FENCE LISTED IN ALTERNATIVE 3 (ABOVE) WOULD BE INCORPORATED IN THIS
ALTERNATIVE.  IN ADDITION, THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD BE MORE EFFECTIVE IN THAT THERE WOULD BE A QUICK ALARM   IN
THE EVENT A FENCE INTRUSION WAS SENSED.  THERE ARE TWO CONCERNS WITH SENSING DEVICES; FIRST, A NUMBER OF
SENSING DEVICES WOULD BE ACTIVATED IN THE EVENT AN ANIMAL RAN INTO THE FENCE, OR A TREE BRANCH FELL ONTO THE
FENCE.  IN ADDITION, RESPONDERS, SUCH AS LOCAL OR STATE POLICE, TO THE ALARM MAY HAVE DIFFICULTY IN ACCESSING
PARTS OF THE PROPERTY WHERE A FENCE WOULD BE LOCATED.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

   SECURITY FENCES WITH REMOTE SENSING ARE WIDELY USED AT VARIOUS TYPES OF LOCATIONS.  AS WITH "UNSENSED"
FENCES, EQUIPMENT AND SKILLED WORKERS ARE READILY AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT THIS TECHNOLOGY.

   AS WITH ALTERNATIVE 3, THE ONLY REMEDIAL ACTION INVOLVED WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE IS THE INSTALLATION OF A
FENCE, PROTECTION OF WORKERS AND THE COMMUNITY FROM EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATED MATERIALS DURING REMEDIATION  
IS NOT A MAJOR CONSIDERATION.  HOWEVER, SINCE THIS ALTERNATIVE CALLS FOR A RESPONSE (TO THE ALARM) BY
ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS, AND SOME RESPONSE INTRUSION ONTO THE LANDFILL IS EXPECTED TO BE MADE, ON OCCASION, BY
THESE ENFORCEMENT INDIVIDUALS, HAZARDOUS WASTE TRAINING WILL HAVE TO BE PROVIDED IN TERMS OF PERSONNEL
PROTECTION.  THE ESTIMATED TIME FOR INSTALLATION OF A FENCE WITH REMOTE SENSING CAPABILITIES IS EIGHT WEEKS.

   COSTS

   COSTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE PROJECTED TO BE 37 PERCENT HIGHER THAN THOSE FOR
ALTERNATIVE 3.  THIS COST INCREASE IS ALL FOR THE ADDITION OF THE REMOTE SENSING AND ALARM FEATURES. 
THEREFORE, THE CAPITAL COST FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS PROJECTED TO BE $185,500.  THE ANNUAL O & M COSTS
ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE IS PROJECTED TO BE $65,405 AND IS BASED ON A $10,000 ANNUAL INCREASE OVER
ALTERNATIVE 3 FOR O & M OF THE REMOTE SENSING SYSTEM.  AS WITH ALTERNATIVE 3, THE REMAINDER OF THE O & M
COSTS ARE DEDICATED TO THE MAINTENANCE OF THE LANDFILL CAP AND THE ADDITIONAL WARNING SIGNS.

   THE TOTAL ESTIMATED PRESENT WORTH OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $997,110 AND INCLUDES THE COST FOR 5-YEAR SITE
REVIEWS.

   ALTERNATIVE 5:  24 HR. ON-SITE SECURITY GUARD

   THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD INVOLVE BRINGING SOMEONE ON-SITE ON A PERMANENT BASIS TO SERVE AS A SENTRY TO KEEP
TRESPASSERS FROM ACCESSING THE LANDFILL AREA.  A COMMAND POST, OR SENTRY STATION WOULD HAVE TO BE   ERECTED
ON THE PROPERTY ALONG WITH THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY CONNECTIONS. UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE O & M OF THE LANDFILL
CAP WOULD CONTINUE.

   EFFECTIVENESS

   SECURITY GUARDS HAVE BEEN SHOWN TO BE VERY EFFECTIVE IN NUMEROUS SITUATIONS.  ON-SITE PRESENCE IS USUALLY
AN EFFECTIVE DETERRENT, ESPECIALLY TO ACTS OF THEFT AND VANDALISM.  UNLIKE ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS,   GUARDS ARE
ABLE TO DISTINGUISH BETWEEN NATURAL EVENTS, SUCH AS DEER MOVEMENT, AND UNAUTHORIZED TRESPASS.  IN ADDITION,
GUARDS (AND GUARDPOSTS) ARE VISUALLY LESS OBTRUSIVE THAN SECURITY FENCES.  HOWEVER, IT IS DIFFICULT TO GET
AROUND ON THE LANDFILL BECAUSE OF THE STEEP TERRAIN AND THE POOR CONDITION OF THE ROADS.  BECAUSE OF THE
TOPOGRAPHY OF THE LANDFILL AREA, NO MORE THAN 20 PERCENT OF THE LANDFILL AREA IS VISIBLE FROM ANY ONE
LOCATION.  SINCE THE GUARD WOULD NEED SOME SORT OF VEHICLE TO PATROL THE SITE, IT IS ANTICIPATED THAT THIS
GUARD VEHICLE WOULD ADD TO THE DESTRUCTION OF THE EXISTING CAP.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

   SECURITY GUARDS ARE COMMONLY USED TO SCREEN AND RESTRICT ACCESS TO SPECIFIC CONTROLLED AREAS.  A NUMBER OF



LOCAL COMPANIES PROVIDING SKILLED GUARDS ARE AVAILABLE.  THERE ARE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ON THE   LANDFILL, AND
THE GUARD WOULD BE IN RELATIVELY CLOSE CONTACT WITH THESE SUBSTANCES.  THE GUARDS WOULD HAVE TO RECEIVE
TRAINING IN PERSONNEL PROTECTION AND BE INCLUDED IN A MEDICAL MONITORING PROGRAM. THE ESTIMATED TIME TO ERECT
A SENTRY POST WITH UTILITIES AND OBTAIN QUALIFIED GUARDS IS EIGHT WEEKS.

   COSTS

   CAPITAL COSTS WOULD INVOLVE CONSTRUCTION OF A SENTRY POST WITH UTILITIES, WHICH ARE PROJECTED AT $30,000. 
ANNUAL O & M COSTS WOULD INCLUDE THE SECURITY GUARD LABOR ($87,600) ALONG WITH UTILITIES FOR THE  SENTRY
POST.  O & M COSTS FOR THE LANDFILL CAP ($54,964) AND WARNING SIGNS WOULD ALSO CONTINUE.  TOTAL ANNUAL O & M
COSTS ARE PROJECTED TO BE $144,314.  TOTAL PRESENT WORTH OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS ESTIMATED TO BE $1,821,292
AND INCLUDES COSTS FOR 5-YEAR SITE REVIEWS.

   #SCAA
   8. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

   AN ANALYSIS WAS PERFORMED ON ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES USING THE NINE CRITERIA SPECIFIED IN THE NCP IN ORDER
TO SELECT A REMEDY FOR OU 2.  AN EXPLANATION OF THE NINE CRITERIA IS ATTACHED AS EXHIBIT A.  THESE NINE
CRITERIA ARE ORGANIZED ACCORDING TO THE GROUP BELOW:

   THRESHOLD CRITERIA

   OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

   PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA

   LONGTERM EFFECTIVENESS
   REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT
   SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS
   IMPLEMENTABILITY
   COST

   MODIFYING CRITERIA

   COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE
   STATE ACCEPTANCE

   THESE EVALUATION CRITERIA RELATE DIRECTLY TO REQUIREMENTS IN SECTION 121 OF CERCLA, 42 USC SECTION 9621,
WHICH DETERMINE THE OVERALL FEASIBILITY AND ACCEPTABILITY OF THE REMEDY.

   THRESHOLD CRITERIA MUST BE SATISFIED IN ORDER FOR A REMEDY TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR SELECTION.  PRIMARY
BALANCING CRITERIA ARE USED TO WEIGH MAJOR TRADEOFFS BETWEEN REMEDIES.  STATE AND COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE ARE
MODIFYING CRITERIA FORMALLY TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT AFTER PUBLIC COMMENT IS RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED PLAN.

   THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF THE COMPARISON OF EACH OF THE ALTERNATIVE'S STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES WITH
RESPECT TO THE NINE CRITERIA.

   OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT

   ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED FOR THIS REMEDY ARE CONSIDERED TO PREVENT CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED
SURFACE SOIL AND LEACHATE, THEREBY LIMITING HUMAN EXPOSURE AND REDUCING FUTURE RISKS.  ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 4
PROVIDE THE MAXIMUM PROTECTION IN THAT THEY PROVIDE A PHYSICAL BARRIER TO THE LEACHATE SEEPS.  ALTERNATIVE 1
PROVIDES VERY LITTLE PROTECTION, AND ALTERNATIVE 5 IS ONLY SOMEWHAT PROTECTIVE SINCE IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOR A
SECURITY GUARD TO VIEW THE ENTIRE SITE FROM ANY ONE VANTAGE POINT.

   COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

   CERCLA REQUIRES THAT REMEDIAL ACTIONS MEET APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) OF
OTHER FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.  THESE LAWS MAY INCLUDE, BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO: THE   TOXIC
SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT, THE CLEAN WATER ACT, THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, AND THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND
RECOVERY ACT.

   A "LEGALLY APPLICABLE" REQUIREMENT IS ONE WHICH WOULD LEGALLY APPLY TO THE RESPONSE ACTION IF THAT ACTION
WERE NOT TAKEN PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 104, 106, OR 122 OF CERCLA.  A "RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE" REQUIREMENT IS
ONE THAT, WHILE NOT "APPLICABLE", IS DESIGNED TO APPLY TO PROBLEMS SUFFICIENTLY SIMILAR THAT THEIR



APPLICATION IS APPROPRIATE.

   THE PURPOSE OF THIS ROD IS TO PROVIDE ACCESS CONTROL AS AN INTERIM ACTION.  UNDER THE NCP, AN ALTERNATIVE
THAT DOES NOT MEET AN ARAR MAY BE SELECTED WHERE THE ALTERNATIVE IS AN INTERIM MEASURE, AS HERE, AND WILL
BECOME PART OF A TOTAL REMEDIAL ACTION THAT WILL ATTAIN THE ARAR. THEREFORE, THIS INTERIM ACTION IS NOT
REQUIRED TO SPECIFICALLY ADDRESS ARARS FOR SUCH MEDIA AS GROUNDWATER, AIR, OR SOIL, SINCE THOSE WILL BE
ADDRESSED IN THE NEXT OU.

   WITH RESPECT TO THIS INTERIM ACTION, PADER HAS, HOWEVER, CITED THEIR MUNICIPAL WASTE MANAGEMENT
REGULATIONS, SPECIFICALLY SECTION 277.212, AS BEING RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE FOR THIS TYPE OF ACTION.  THAT
SECTION (WHICH APPLIES TO CONSTRUCTION/DEMOLITION WASTE LANDFILLS) PROVIDES FOR ACCESS CONTROL IN THE NATURE
OF A GATE, FENCE, AND AN ATTENDANT FOR OPERATING LANDFILLS.  PADER HAS FURTHER CLARIFIED THIS CITATION AS
ONLY APPLYING TO THE PORTIONS REGARDING A GATE AND FENCE AND NOT FOR HAVING AN ATTENDANT ON DUTY.  IN AS MUCH
AS THESE REGULATIONS PERTAIN TO ACTIVE LANDFILLS, EPA DISAGREES THAT THESE REGULATIONS ARE RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE.  UNDER THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN, THIS ACTION IS BEING UNDERTAKEN TO REDUCE THE HUMAN HEALTH
RISK FROM BOTH THE PHYSICAL AND CHEMICAL HAZARDS OF BEING ON THE CLOSED LANDFILL AND TO MINIMIZE FURTHER
DAMAGE TO THE EXISTING CLOSED LANDFILL CAP.  THIS SITUATION DOES NOT INVOLVE AN ACTIVE OPERATING LANDFILL,
WHERE MUCH MORE STRINGENT CONTROLS ARE REQUIRED.

   EVEN IF THE MUNICIPAL WASTE REGULATIONS CITED WERE ARARS, WHICH THEY ARE NOT, A WAIVER OF THOSE ARARS
WOULD BE JUSTIFIED UNDER SECTION 121 OF CERCLA BECAUSE THE STATE HAS NOT CONSISTENTLY APPLIED (OR
DEMONSTRATED THE INTENTION TO CONSISTENTLY APPLY) THIS REGULATION IN SIMILAR CIRCUMSTANCES.  THAT IS, PADER
HAS NOT CONSISTENTLY REQUIRED FENCES (OR ATTENDANTS) AT CLOSED, INACTIVE LANDFILLS SUCH AS THIS SITE.  NOT
WITHSTANDING THE ABOVE, EPA HAS ADDRESSED PADER'S CONCERNS REGARDING ACCESS CONTROL, IN THE FORM OF A FENCE,
BY THE INTERIM ACTION ADDRESSED IN THIS ROD.

   LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

   THE ACCESS CONTROLS ARE EFFECTIVE AS LONG AS THEY ARE ENFORCED BY EPA, OR STATE AND/OR LOCAL AUTHORITIES. 
BECAUSE THIS IS AN INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION, THESE MEASURES ARE NOT INTENDED TO BE PERMANENT, BUT ONLY TO
PREVENT EXPOSURE DURING SELECTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FINAL REMEDIAL MEASURES.  THE SELECTED
ALTERNATIVE MAY BECOME PERMANENT, IF IT IS SELECTED AS PART OF THE FINAL REMEDY. THE FENCE ALTERNATIVES
SHOULD REMAIN EFFECTIVE AS LONG AS THE FENCE STRUCTURES ARE MAINTAINED, ALTHOUGH IT IS EXPECTED THAT, OVER
TIME, THE REMOTE SENSING UNITS AS DISCUSSED IN ALTERNATIVE 4 WOULD EXPERIENCE A   NUMBER OF ELECTRICAL
PROBLEMS DURING TO THE VARIATIONS IN WEATHER CONDITIONS.  ONE CONCERN WITH THE SECURITY GUARD OPTION WOULD BE
THAT, OVER TIME, THE GUARD TRAVERSING OVER THE LANDFILL WOULD TEND TO   ACCELERATE THE DEGRADATION OF THE
CAP.  THE "NO ACTION" ALTERNATIVE WOULD RESULT IN A SIGNIFICANT SHORTENING OF THE LIMITED USEFULNESS OF THE
EXISTING CAP.

   IT IS ANTICIPATED, HOWEVER, THAT THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE WOULD CONTINUE TO BE IMPLEMENTED AS LONG AS THE
CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS PERSIST.

   REDUCTION OF TOXICITY,MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

   IN AS MUCH AS THIS IS A INTERIM MEASURE FOR SITE ACCESS CONTROL, NO "TREATMENT" IS PROPOSED AS PART OF ANY
OF THE ALTERNATIVES.  OVER TIME, CONTAMINANT LEVELS IN THE PRESENT AREAS OF CONTAMINATION MAY GRADUALLY
DECREASE THROUGH NATURAL DILUTION, ALTHOUGH THE CURRENT EXTENT OF SURFACE AND GROUND WATER  CONTAMINATION MAY
SPREAD INTO UNCONTAMINATED AREAS.

   TOXICITY, AS IT APPLIES TO TRESPASSERS COMING INTO CONTACT WITH THE LEACHATE SUBSTANCES, WILL BE REDUCED
AS ALL OF THE ALTERNATIVES, EXCEPT ALTERNATIVE 1, LOOK TO REDUCE THE INSTANCES OF DIRECT CONTACT.  THE FENCE
ALTERNATIVES, BOTH WITH, AND WITHOUT REMOTE SENSING, PERFORM BEST IN ACHIEVING THIS GOAL.  THE PHYSICAL
BARRIER WILL IMMEDIATELY ELIMINATE CONTACT WITH THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE LEACHATE.  THE SECURITY GUARD IS LESS
EFFECTIVE SINCE A SECURITY CAN ONLY SEE A SMALL PART OF THE SITE FROM ANY ONE POINT.

   SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

   SINCE THE ONLY REMEDIAL ACTION INVOLVED WITH ANY OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES IS LIGHT CONSTRUCTION
(EITHER FOR A FENCE OR A SENTRY POST) OFF OF THE LANDFILL, PROTECTION OF WORKERS AND THE COMMUNITY FROM  
EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATED MATERIALS DURING REMEDIAL ACTIONS IS NOT A MAJOR CONSIDERATION.  ANY OF THE
ALTERNATIVES CAN BE COMPLETED WITHIN SIX WEEKS ONCE A FIELD CREW AND EQUIPMENT ARE MOBILIZED ON SITE. ONE  
DISADVANTAGE OF AN ON-SITE SECURITY GUARD IS THAT THE GUARD WILL BE EXPOSED ON A DAILY BASIS TO THE LEACHATE
CONTAMINANTS, WHEREAS, FENCES MINIMIZE THE NEED FOR ON-SITE SECURITY PRESENCE.

   IMPLEMENTABILITY

   ALL OF THE REMEDIES EVALUATED FOR THIS DECISION HAVE BEEN PROVEN RELIABLE AND ARE READILY AVAILABLE. 



SECURITY FENCES ARE ONE OF THE MOST COMMONLY IMPLEMENTED SECURITY ACCESS CONTROLS IN THE WORLD.  BECAUSE OF
THE LENGTH OF THE FENCE AND THE VEGETATED STATE OF THE PROPERTY, REMOTE SENSING UNITS, AS DISCUSSED IN
ALTERNATIVE 4, WOULD PROBABLY REQUIRE MORE MAINTENANCE THAN WOULD BE EXPECTED IN A MORE DEVELOPED AREA.  IN
ADDITION, THE REMOTE SENSING UNITS WOULD HAVE TO BE SELECTED TO SENSE ONLY HUMAN INTRUSIONS.  ALL OF THE
ACCESS CONTROLS WILL BE IMPLEMENTED WITHIN THE CENTRAL AREA OF THE PROPERTY AND WILL NOT IMPACT ANY OF THE
EXISTING PUBLIC ACCESS ROADS IN THE AREA.  ADEQUATE EQUIPMENT AND PERSONNEL ARE AVAILABLE TO CONSTRUCT ANY OF
THE REMEDIES FROM A NUMBER OF SOURCES LOCATED WITHIN A FEW MILES OF THE SITE.

   WITH REGARD TO PERMITS, NO PERMITS WOULD BE REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT ANY OF THE ALTERNATIVES.

   COST

   ESTIMATED COSTS FOR THE VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES ARE PRESENTED IN THE TABLE BELOW:

                        ESTIMATED REMEDIAL ACTION COSTS
                                 (IN DOLLARS)
   ALTERNATIVE        CAPITAL   O & M    PRESENT WORTH(TOT. PRS. WT.)

   1. NO ACTION       $500      $54,964   $682,050. ($682,550)

   2. ADDITIONAL SIGNS $500.     $250.              $3,102 ($3,602)

   3. SECURITY FENCE  $135,500.  $55,405.           $687,520 ($823,020)

   4. SCRTY. FENCE W/ $185,500. $65,405.            $811,610  ($997,110)
      REMOTE SENSING

   5. SECURITY GUARD  $30,000.  $134,705.           $1,790,792 ($1,821,292)

   BASED ON THE ABOVE COST COMPARISON, THE PRESENT WORTH COST OF INSTALLING A FENCE IS LESS THAN ONE PERCENT
MORE THAN NO ACTION.  BASED ON THE CONSIDERATIONS DISCUSSED UNDER THE OTHER CRITERIA, EPA CONCLUDES THAT THE
INSTALLATION OF THE FENCE IDENTIFIED IN ALTERNATIVE 3 IS COST EFFECTIVE AND CONSIDERABLY LESS EXPENSIVE THAN
EITHER THE FENCE WITH REMOTE SENSING CAPABILITIES OR THE SECURITY GUARD OPTION.

   STATE ACCEPTANCE

   THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA AGREES WITH THE SELECTED INTERIM REMEDY.

   COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

   COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE IS ASSESSED IN THE ATTACHED RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY. IN GENERAL, THE RESIDENT
COMMUNITY IS VERY MUCH CONCERNED OVER THE CONTINUED, AND INCREASING RECREATIONAL USE OF THIS ABANDONED
PROPERTY. THE COMMUNITY ALSO AGREES THAT SECURITY ACCESS CONTROLS (SUCH AS A FENCE OR SECURITY GUARDS) ARE
NEEDED TO RESTRICT ACCESS TO THE LANDFILL AREA. FURTHERMORE, THERE IS GENERAL COMMUNITY AGREEMENT THAT
ALTERNATIVE 3 IS BOTH PRACTICAL AND WILL RESTRICT ACCESS TO AT LEAST SOME OF THE TRESPASSERS.  THERE IS
CONCERN BY BOTH THE RESIDENT COMMUNITY AND THE RESPONSIBLE PARTIES THAT THE FENCE WILL BE VANDALIZED AND
RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES WILL CONTINUE ON THE PROPERTY.  IF THIS HAPPENS EPA WILL WORK TO TARGET INDIVIDUALS
OR GROUPS OF INDIVIDUALS TO EDUCATE THEM AS TO THE HAZARDS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS SITE, AND, AS NEEDED, LOOK TO
INCORPORATE PARTS OF SOME OF THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING ADDITIONAL SIGNS.

   #SR
   9. SELECTED REMEDY

   EPA EXPECTS TO ISSUE A PROPOSAL FOR THE FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION FOR THE FULL SITE, INCLUDING POTENTIAL
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES, BY THE FALL OF 1991.  WHILE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IS COLLECTED AND ANALYZED, HOWEVER,
THE POTENTIAL RISK TO EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATED SURFACE SOIL AND LEACHATE REMAINS AND IT IS NECESSARY TO
PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT WHILE FURTHER INFORMATION FOR OU 3 IS COLLECTED AND ANALYZED.
THEREFORE, TO ELIMINATE THE POTENTIAL FOR EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SITE, EPA HAS SELECTED THIS
ACCESS CONTROL ACTION AS AN INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION.

   THE REMEDY SELECTED IS ALTERNATIVE 3, DESCRIBED ABOVE, WHICH CALLS FOR THE INSTALLATION OF A SECURITY
FENCE AROUND THE PERIMETER OF THE LANDFILL.  AS DESCRIBED IN THE PROPOSED PLAN, THIS FENCE WILL CONSIST OF 
CYCLONE WIRE FENCING TO A HEIGHT OF EIGHT FEET AND A TOP BARRIER OF THREE STRANDS OF BARBED WIRE (OR THE
LIKE.)  THE SPECIFICS OF THIS FENCE, INCLUDING THE GAUGING OF THE SUPPORT PIPING, THE LOCATION AND WIDTHS OF
THE GATES ETC., WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN PHASE OF THIS REMEDY.



   THE SITE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS ARE NECESSARY TO PREVENT CURRENT ACCESS TO THE SITE BY TRESPASSERS,
PARTICULARLY CHILDREN WHO LIVE NEAR THE SITE. EPA HAS OBSERVED THAT THE INCIDENCE OF TRESPASSING HAS
INCREASED SIGNIFICANTLY IN THE PAST SIX MONTHS.  DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING TO DISCUSS THIS REMEDY, THERE WAS
GENERAL AND UNANIMOUS AGREEMENT BY THE PUBLIC IN ATTENDANCE, THAT TRESPASSING IS A SERIOUS PROBLEM AT THIS
SITE, ESPECIALLY ON THE PORTION OF THE SITE CONTAINING THE LANDFILL. THE LEVELS OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS
AND HEAVY METALS IDENTIFIED AS PRESENT ON THE LANDFILL POSE AN UNACCEPTABLE RISK TO SUCH TRESPASSERS.
ADDITIONALLY, WORSENING OF THE SITE CONDITIONS OCCUR WHEN VEHICULAR OR EQUESTRIAN TRAFFIC DESTROYS THE SPARSE
SOIL COVER AND (ALREADY TORN) LINER ON TOP OF THE LANDFILL.

   IN ADDITION, IN RESPONSE TO THE COMMENTS RAISED BY THE PUBLIC, EPA WILL LOOK TO DO THE FOLLOWING:

            1)   CONDUCT AN EDUCATION SESSION AT LOCAL SCHOOLS,

            2)   SPEAK TO SOME NEARBY RESIDENTS WHO HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AS
                 FREQUENTING THE SITE FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES,

            3)   DISCUSS THE ISSUE OF TRESPASS ENFORCEMENT WITH THE
                 PERSONNEL IN THE LOCAL STATE POLICE BARRACKS.

   THE TOTAL CAPITAL COST FOR THE SECURITY FENCE AND ADDITIONAL SIGNS IS ESTIMATED AT $135,500., THE TOTAL
ONGOING ANNUAL O & M COSTS FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $55,405., OF WHICH APPROXIMATELY $8,000. IS ESTIMATED  
FOR ACTUAL FENCE   MAINTENANCE.  THE ESTIMATED PRESENT WORTH OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS $823,020.

   DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, A NUMBER OF RESIDENTS AND POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES EXPRESSED
DOUBT THAT THE FENCE WOULD SERVE AS A SUITABLE DETERRENT TO KEEP TRESPASSERS OUT.  IN THE EVENT THAT THE
FENCE IS NOT SUCCESSFUL IN RESTRICTING ACCESS TO TRESPASSERS, EPA, IN CONSULTATION WITH PADER, WILL EVALUATE
SOME OF THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES, SUCH AS POSTING AN ON-SITE SECURITY PERSON DURING PERIODS OF INCREASED
TRESPASSING ACTIVITY AS MAY OCCUR ON WEEK ENDS OR DURING HUNTING SEASONS.

   IF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY DEMONSTRATES, IN CORROBORATION WITH PHYSICAL AND CHEMICAL
EVIDENCE, THAT IT WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE TO MEET THE INTERIM REMEDIATION GOALS FOR THIS ACTION, AND IT IS THUS
TECHNICALLY IMPRACTICABLE (EITHER TECHNICALLY INFEASIBLE OR UNRELIABLE) TO ACHIEVE AND MAINTAIN THE SECURITY
ACCESS CONTROLS THROUGHOUT THE LANDFILL AREA, THE EPA, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE COMMONWEALTH OF  
PENNSYLVANIA, WOULD INTEND TO AMEND THIS ROD OR ISSUE AN EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES TO INFORM THE
PUBLIC OF ALTERNATIVE ACCESS CONTROLS.

   #SD
   10.STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

   THE SELECTED REMEDY IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT AS REQUIRED BY SECTION 121 OF
CERCLA.  POTENTIAL RISKS FROM EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATED SURFACE SOIL AND LEACHATE ARE PREVENTED BY THE
INSTALLATION OF PHYSICAL BARRIERS THAT RESTRICT ACCESS TO THE LANDFILL AREA.

   THE SELECTED REMEDY IS THE MOST COST-EFFECTIVE INTERIM ACTION APPROACH AVAILABLE TO PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH
AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE SELECTED REMEDY USES SECURITY ACCESS CONTROL TO ELIMINATE THE POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT
(INHALATION AND IMMEDIATE CONTACT) HUMAN EXPOSURE TO CONTAMINATED SURFACE SOIL AND LANDFILL LEACHATE.  THE
SELECTED REMEDY IS ALSO PROTECTIVE OF THE EXISTING CAP AND THE LEACHATE COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM,
WHICH WAS INSTALLED AS PART OF OU 1.

   THE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW REQUIRED BY SECTION 121 OF CERCLA IS APPLICABLE TO THE SELECTED REMEDY.  THIS REVIEW
WILL BE CONDUCTED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE OTHER REMEDIAL ACTIONS DEVELOPED AND SPECIFIED FOR THIS SITE.
PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

   THE SECURITY ACCESS CONTROL PROPOSED PREVENTS CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED SURFACE SOIL AND LANDFILL
LEACHATE, THEREBY LIMITING HUMAN EXPOSURE AND REDUCING POTENTIAL FUTURE RISKS BELOW THE LEVEL OF CONCERN.

   THE INSTALLATION OF THE FENCE WILL NOT POSE A SIGNIFICANT HEALTH PROBLEM TO THE WORKERS, NOR WILL IT
ENHANCE, OR OTHERWISE PROMOTE AIR OR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION.

   COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS.

   AS STATED ABOVE THERE ARE NO ARARS, CRITERIA, OR GUIDANCE THAT APPLY TO THIS TYPE OF SECURITY ACCESS
CONTROL AT A CLOSED LANDFILL FACILITY.  THE PADER DOES HAVE A REQUIREMENT FOR ACTIVE LANDFILLS, PA SECTION
273.212, THAT THEY BE ENCLOSED BY A FENCE.  WHILE THIS IS NOT AN ARAR FOR THIS SITE FOR THE SAME REASONS
PRESENTED WITH RESPECT TO THE PENNSYLVANIA MUNICIPAL WASTE MANAGEMENT REGULATION DISCUSSED IN SECTION 8. 
ABOVE THIS ACTION WILL SATISFY THAT REQUIREMENT OF SECTION 273.212 FOR A FENCE.



   COST-EFFECTIVENESS.

   THE SELECTED REMEDY AFFORDS OVERALL PROTECTIVENESS PROPORTIONATE TO ITS COSTS.  FENCES HAVE SHOWN, IF ONLY
THROUGH THEIR UNIVERSAL APPLICATION, THAT THEY ARE AN ECONOMICAL AND EFFECTIVE MEANS TO RESTRICT ACCESS ONTO
A SPECIFIC AREA.

   UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT (OR RESOURCE RECOVERY) TECHNOLOGIES TO THE
MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE (MEP).

   THE SELECTED REMEDY UTILIZES A PERMANENT SOLUTION TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.  EPA HAS USED
TREATMENT FOR PAST REMEDIES AT THIS SITE AND INTENDS TO IMPLEMENT FURTHER TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES (AGAIN, AS
PRACTICABLE) FOR FUTURE ACTIONS AT THIS SITE.

   AS AN INTERIM ACTION, A SECURITY FENCE IS MOST EFFECTIVE AS A QUICK, SHORT TIME IMPLEMENTATION REMEDY.  IT
IS BOTH RELATIVELY INEXPENSIVE AND TECHNOLOGICALLY SIMPLE TO CONSTRUCT AND PROVIDES THE BEST BALANCE OF 
TRADEOFFS AMONG THE ALTERNATIVES WITH RESPECT TO THE PERTINENT EVALUATION CRITERIA, GIVEN THE LIMITED SCOPE
OF THIS ACTION.  IT IS EXPECTED THAT IN THE LONG TERM IT WILL BE EFFECTIVE IN KEEPING A HIGH   PERCENTAGE OF
TRESPASSERS OUT OF THE LANDFILL PORTION OF THE PROPERTY, EVEN IF THE FENCE LINE IS BREACHED.  IN AS MUCH AS
THE SECURITY FENCE IS EFFECTIVE IN KEEPING THESE PEOPLE FROM THE LANDFILL AREA, IT WILL BE   EFFECTIVE IN
REDUCING THE TOXILOGICAL IMPACTS OF DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE EFFECTS OF HAZARDOUS WASTES PRESENT IN THE
LEACHATE SEEPS.  IT WILL ALSO BE PROTECTIVE OF BOTH THE LANDFILL CAP (FROM GROOVING AND CAMPFIRES) AND THE
LEACHATE COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM (FROM VANDALISM). FURTHERMORE, THE FENCE AND SIGNS SATISFY THE
RESTRICTIONS RAISED AND REQUESTED BY THE COMMUNITY DURING THE PUBLIC MEETING REGARDING LANDFILL CONTROL.

   OF THE CRITERIA DISCUSSED ABOVE, THE MOST DECISIVE FACTOR WAS THE READY IMPLEMENTABLITY OF THIS REMEDY
ALONG WITH ITS RELATIVELY LOW COST.

   PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.

   THE SELECTED REMEDY DOES NOT UTILIZE ANY TREATMENT.  AS AN INTERIM ACTION, ACCESS TO THE AREA OF SOIL
CONTAMINATION AND LANDFILL LEACHATE WILL BE ELIMINATED TO ALL BUT TRAINED, AUTHORIZED, REMEDIAL PERSONNEL. 
THE PRINCIPAL TREAT OF DIRECT CONTACT EXPOSURE, ESPECIALLY TO CHILDREN TRESPASSING ON THE SITE, WILL BE
ELIMINATED.

   THE PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT WILL BE ADDRESSED BY EPA IN THE FINAL DECISION
DOCUMENT (OU 3) FOR THE SITE.

   THERE WERE SEVERAL FACTORS FOR SELECTING ALTERNATIVE 3.  IT IS COST EFFECTIVE, IT IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN
HEALTH, THE LANDFILL CAP, AND THE LEACHATE COLLECTION SYSTEM.  ALTERNATIVE 3 IS ALSO EASILY AND QUICKLY
IMPLEMENTABLE.  NO UNACCEPTABLE SHORT TERM RISKS OR CROSS MEDIA IMPACTS WILL BE CAUSED BY IMPLEMENTATION OF
THIS REMEDY.

   #DSC
   11. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

   WHILE IT IS NOT FELT TO BE HIGHLY SIGNIFICANT, THE SELECTED REMEDY, AS WELL AS THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES
CONSIDERED, DIFFER IN ONE RESPECT FROM THE DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY IN THE PROPOSED PLAN AND THE FFS.  THE
PROPOSED PLAN AND THE FFS INCLUDED COSTS AND O & M FOR THE LEACHATE COLLECTION AND TREATMENT SYSTEM.  UPON
FURTHER REVIEW, IT WAS DECIDED THAT THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THESE ELEMENTS WERE BETTER ADDRESSED (AND HAD
BEEN ADDRESSED ) UNDER THE REMEDY FOR OU 1.
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                                    TABLE 1
                   SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR SAMPLES
                          COLLECTED FROM WELL M2 AND
                           WITNESS DRAIN PIPE, PADER
                             AUGUST 1, 1983 (UG/L)

   COMPOUND                WITNESS DRAIN PIPE       WELL M2

   CHLOROETHANE                     27                   7
   CHLOROETHENE                    126                   8
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE               11                   -
   1,1-DICHLOROETHENE              109                  16
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE              140                   3
   1,1-DICHLOROETHENE               -                   10
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE             6                  47
   TRICHLOROETHENE                   9                   3
   TETRACHLOROETHANE                 -                  14
   CHLOROMETHANE                     2                   2
   DICHLOROMETHANE                  86                   3
   DICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE             -                  TRACE
   TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE          TRACE                 9
   BENZENE                          34                   2
   TOLUENE                          76                  TRACE
   ETHYL BENZENE                    12                   -
   CHLOROBENZENE                     4                   -

                                    TABLE 2

           SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM
            WELL M2, THE WITNESS DRAIN PIPE, AND BRIARD RUN, PADER
                           SEPTEMBER 6, 1983 (UG/L)

                                 WELL      WITNESS DRAIN    BRIAR
   COMPOUND                       M2            PIPE         RUN

   CHLOROETHANE                   8.7            6.7         -
   CHLOROETHENE                    18       ESTIMATE 180    2.2
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE             1.2             13         -
   1,1-DICHLOROETHENE              22       ESTIMATE 150    1.5
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE               9            100        1.7
   1,1-DICHLOROETHENE             8.4            2.1         -
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE            65            16        1.5
   TRICHLOROETHENE                 4.1           2.4       TRACE
   TETRACHLOROETHANE                18           5.8       TRACE
   CHLOROMETHANE                    -             -          -
   DICHLOROMETHANE                 4.6            34         -
   DICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE           TRACE          -          -
   TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE           3.7           -          -
   BENZENE                          6.2           47        1.0
   TOLUENE                          1.0           97        1.0
   ETHYL BENZENE                     -            19         -
   CHLOROBENZENE                     -           3.8         -



                                    TABLE 3

         ANALYTICAL RESULTS OF THE SAMPLES COLLECTED FROM AN OFF-SITE
                   RESIDENTIAL WELL, PADER, OCTOBER 14, 1983
                                    (UG/L)

                                               RESIDENTIAL
   COMPOUND                                    WELL

   CHLOROETHANE                                     -
   CHLOROETHENE                                     0.9
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE                               -
   1,1-DICHLOROETHENE                               7.8
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE                               3.4
   1,1-DICHLOROETHENE                               -
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE                            3.3
   TRICHLOROETHENE                                  5.8
   TETRACHLOROETHANE                                9
   CHLOROMETHANE                                    -
   DICHLOROMETHANE                                  8.5
   DICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE                            TRACE
   TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE                           -
   BENZENE                                          -
   TOLUENE                                          -
   ETHYL BENZENE                                    -
   CHLOROBENZENE                                    -

                                    TABLE 4

                       SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS FOR
                      SEEP AND LANDFILL LEACHATE SAMPLES
                                    (UG/L)

                                SEEP EAST OF        LANDFILL
   COMPOUND                     SEDIMENT POND       LEACHATE

   VINYL CHLORIDE                 10                     20
   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE             30                     --
   TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHYLENE     1.0                    --
   1,2-DICHLOROETHANE             4.3                    --
   1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE            2.9                    --
   TRICHLOROETHYLENE              3.4                    --
   BENZENE                        2.2                    10
   TOLUENE                        8.4                   280
   CHLOROBENZENE                  26                     15
   XYLENES                        2.0              EST. 950
   CIS-1,2-DICHLOROETHYLENE      35.0                    13
   1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE            7.8              EST.  50
   1,2-DICHLOROBENZENE            1.0                    --
   CHLOROETHANE                    --                    12
   ETHYLBENZENE                    --                   130

   SOURCE: PADER, MARCH 9, 1988.



                                    TABLE 5

                         LIST OF CONTAMINANTS FOUND IN
                       RESIDENTIAL DRINKING WATER WELLS
                                    (UG/L)

                      MAXIMUM DETECTED              MAXIMUM
                      CONTAMINANT                   ALLOWABLE
                      CONCENTRATION                 CONTAMINANT
   COMPOUND           LEVELS                        LEVELS (MCLS)

   BENZENE                      3.4                       5
   CHLOROBENZENE                1.4                       100
   CHLOROFORM                   1.7                       -
   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE           16.0                      -
   1,2-DICHLOROETHANE           1.3                       5
   CIS-1,2-DICHLOROETHYLENE     413.9                     7
   1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE          1.2                       5
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE        2.5                       200
   TRICHLOROETHYLENE            35.8                      5
   1,1,2,2-TETRACHLOROETHYLENE  3.5                       5
   VINYL CHLORIDE               2.5                       2

   SOURCE: PADER 1987-1988.

                                    TABLE 6
                    CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS IN WATER AND
                  SEDIMENT IN SEEP AREAS USED FOR EVALUATING
                      ACCIDENTAL CONTACT WITH THESE AREAS

   UCL* CONCENTRATION =         UPPER 95TH PERCENT CONFIDENCE LIMIT ON
                                ARITHMETIC MEAN

   CHEMICAL (G/KG-SOIL G/L-WATER)

   ORGANICS                     (G/KG-SOIL; G/L-WATER)

   BENZENE                                6.1
   BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE             280
   CHLOROBENZENE                          20.8
   CHLOROETHANE                           4.85
   1,2-DICHLOROBENZENE                    3.98
   1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE                    16
   1,1-DICHLOROETHANE                     24.8
   1,2-DICHLOROETHANE                     2.94
   1,2-DICHLOROETHENE                     22.2
   1,2-DICHLOROPROPANE                    4.43
   ETHYLBENZENE                           39.5
   NAPHTHALENE                            38.9
   TOLUENE                                1.4
   TRICHLOROETHENE                        4.97
   VINYL CHLORIDE                         19.1
   XYLENES                                104

   INORGANICS                   (MG/KG-SOIL; MG/L-WATER)

   ANTIMONY                               15.6
   ARSENIC                                15.9
   BARIUM                                 257
   BERYLLIUM                              1.31
   CHROMIUM                               66.9
   MERCURY                                .000475
   NICKEL                                 20.6


